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INTRODUCTION. 


My life’s work is finished, with the completion of this work. I am 
thankful that I have lived to complete it. But it is sad to contemplate that 
the only two persons who set me the task — ^my literary ‘ mentor % Babu 
Govinda-dasa of Benares, and Dr. G. Thibaut of Heidelberg, my colleague 
at the Muir Oollege,— aire not here to rejoice with me. The only thing I 
can do therefore is to dedicate this to their memory. 

My thanks axe due to the Baptist Mission Press, with winch it is a 
pleasure to work, and then to my pupils at the Allahabad University, Pandit 
Ksetresha Chandra Ohattopadhyaya and Dr. Umesha Mishra, for help of 
various kinds^ 

An elaborate IntroducMon — am unable, and unfit, to write. I have 
therefore noted a few interesting bits of information that I have been able 
to glean from the Bhasya, relating to its Author. 


Residence. 


(а) On p. 74 (Text Vol. I) — under Su. 1. 3. 18. — Shabara speaks of the 

‘ Southerners ’ as * Dark-skinned, large-bodied and red-eyed ’ . 

(б) Under su. 1. 3. 20, — he speaks of the ‘ Mathura ’ ‘resident of, or 

bom at, Mathura 

(c) Under su. 1. 3.. L— the author appears to be familiar with details 

regarding the eating of parched rice j he says—-' One should 
eat the parched ^a^ihd Rice with milk ; but if he eats parched 
Shall Bice, he should pour curds over it ’ [ of 

(d) Under su. 2. 3. 3. — the author says—' Such usage would not be 

contrary to the usage of the Andhraa ’ — On this Kumarila 
comments that what the Bha^ya refers to is the usage of the 
Dravidas ; who have been spoken of as ‘ Andhra because 
both the peoples belong to the Sovlh. 

(e) Under su, 9. 2, 61. and in one or two other places also, the author 

uses the expression ‘ Prom the Himalaya down to Kumarl 
(in the sense of throughout the co%mtry). 

(/) Under su. 10. 6. 43. the author says ‘ Dlrghaih keshdih shohhano 
devadattgh^. 

From the above data, no defimte conclusion can be deduced. Bub if 
Kumarila’s remarks (xmder (^J above) are relied upon, Shabara would 
appear to be more conversant with the North tlian with tlie South ; — and (/) 
also may be taken as indicating greater familiarity with the extreme Xorth, 
where long hair wm ^orm Did he belong to Kashmir or to the further 
West — TaksashUd ? 
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Time. "" 

Under 6. 1. 12. Shabara quotes the welhknown verse of the Mannsmj"iti — ■ 
WJl! f^sTT-* t \ 

^ ^ ^ 5n?i ^rsn{ it 

introducing it -with the words — ’q wfw . This would make the author 
posterioi^by a long way — ^to the great Law-giver. 

We have not been able to find anything naore definite than this in 
Shabara’s own work — ^relating to his time. 

He is believed to have been a contemporary of the Great ‘ Vikramaditya ’ ; 
in fact, an old-standing tradition among Pandits would make him the king’s 
father-— 

Varahamihira, I am told, has now been de^nitely assigned to the 4th 
century A.I>. ; the personality of “ Vikrainaditya ” is still shrouded in 
mystery ; — ^it would not be far wrong to conclude therefore that Shabara lived 
before the 4th century A.D. This would fit in with his posteriority to 
“ Bhagavfin Upavar^ah ”, and priority to Prabhakara, Kumarila and 
Shankaracharya. 

Worhs. 

No other work by Shabara is known, except this Bhdsya on the Mlmansd- 
Satras j but even so, in the body of this Bhasya itself, we find distinct mention 
of another work named ‘ Sanhar^ ^. The expression — * SanJcar$e vak?yati- 
mhsyail ’ — ‘ this will he explained in the Sankar?a ’ — is found in two places ; — 
(1) \mder Su. 10. 4. 32. and (2) under Su. 12. 2. 11. 

Now. we have to see what this * Sankar^a' is. In the year 1894, 
Mahfimahopadhyaya Kama-mishra Shastri brought out an edition of the 
‘ Sankar§a-Kdn4am % in the ‘ Pandit ’ of Benares, which purports to be a 
comparatively modem commentary (written perhaps in the 17th centui^i') 
on Adhyayas XIII, XIV, XV and XVI of Jaimini’s Sutras, written by one 
Bhaskara-Bhat^a*,' and known as ^ Bhdttachandrikd\ From this the name 
■ Saidkar^a ’ would appear to stand for the ‘ supplement ’ to Jaimini’s Sutras, 
which are popularly known to contain only twelve adhyayas. At the time 
that the ‘ Bankarfa-Kd^am ’ was published, there was a general suspicion 
that the work was a spurious one ; though references to the name were found 
in Ramanuja’s Shri-Bha§ya (3. 3. ). It was felt that the Sutras, under the 
KdTxdo ' — ^if Jaunini wrote them — could not have been left uncommented 
upon by Shabara and other writers. After the lapse of these 40 years, tliaf 
SMS^iicion appears to have been dispelled ; at least so far as the existence of 

P u?ork of the name of * ^oikknr^a ’ is concerned, n-hich Shabara l:new of, 
nd c'iommented upon. 
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On looking into the published SanJear§a-Kanda, we find that what Shabara 
refers to in the first point of reference under 10. 4. 32. actually appears in 
the work under Su. 14. 4. 20. (page 66). Shabara has said xmder 10. 4. 32. — 

and in the Sankarsa-Kdnda, in 
14. 4. 20. 4 we find the words There does not 

appear to be much doubt as to the identity of the two references. The 
second point of Shabara’s reference is under Sutra 12. 2. 11., where we read 
^ TfH *8^ . In the Sanlcar^a-Karida, the 

only relevant passage appears under Su. 13. 1. 11. But the identity of the 
two references, is not equally clear. — ^There thus can be no doubt that there 
is a section (of Jaimini’s Sutras, perhaps) under the name of ‘ Sankarm ’ , 
and that it has been commented upon by Shabara. Here is s.n interesting 
point- of investigation for manuscript-hunters and researchers. 

Iviereating Points. 

(а) Under Su. 5. 1. 20., we have some sort of an indication of the 

nature of the daily meals: (1) Morning — Aj>upa, cakes; (2) 
midday — ^various kinds of food, ‘mixed food’ ; (3) afternoon — 
Modaka, sweets. Apparently there was no evening meal. 

(б) Under Su. 6. 1. 4., Shabara speaks of ‘ Dogs fasting on the foxirteenth 

day of the month, and kites fa.sting on the eighth day ’. 

(c) Under Su. 9. 1. 41., Shabara speaks of the Mimamsaka’s ‘Siddhanta ’ 

as ‘ not liked by the Tdjmkas ’. — The difference of opinion 
between theory and practice seems to have already set in at 
that early age. 

(d) Under Su. 10. 3. 44., Shabara speaks of 5%; .... — 

Where we have an echo of the Vaishe^ika ‘ Padctrthas ’. 

(e) Under Su. 10. 3. 45., three kinds of ‘wages’ are mentioned: (1) 

5rTVT^?r; ; (2) ; (3) . Does the last stand for 

‘ thanks ’ ? 

(/) Under Su. 7. 1. 4., we find the expression Jfj-T'qt JfR!, instcj^d of 
the well-known 7 rfT*JT . 

(g) Medicinal prescriptions — 

(1) For eye-disease, eat Rice with 

—under Su. 7. 1. 8. 

(2) For stomach-disease, milkt or ewe’s milk, or milk 

Bel-fruit (different readings) — under the SiinM 
■ ■ Sutri. 


During the last several centuries, — ^at least, from the time that the 
several ‘ DarsTmmisangrahas ’ began to be compiled, people have written 
and talked of the ‘ ^at darshana the ‘ six systems of Philosophy ^ 
These six ‘ systems of Philosophy (Indian) have been declared to be — 
(1) J-.Sanhhya ’, (2) ‘ Yoga ’, (3) ‘ Nydya (4) ‘ VaisJiesika ’, (0) ‘ Mlmdmsd \ 
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and (6) ‘ Vedanta \ — ^Suoh has been the long-established tradition. As * 
matter of fact, however, one would not be far wrong in saying that there 
are only thrm ‘ systems % and each ‘ system ’ is presented to us in the form 
of three ‘ pairs — each member of the pair being ‘ complementary ’ of the 
other. 

For instance, ‘ Sd-fifchya ’ and ‘ Yoga ’ form one pair, — ^the theoretical 
‘ philosophy ’ being supplied by the former and the practical method of 
realising these ‘ philosophical ’ truths being taught by the latter ; it is for 
this reason that in the older literature both these systems bore the common 
name of ‘ Sankhya ’ ; but later on, when people began— -and wrongly began — 
to separate the two, the former came to be designated as ‘ Ninshmra-Sdnkhya ’ 

' SanJohya without God ’ — on the ground that the ‘ SMkhya ’ texts do not 
posit an ^ lahvara^ — and the latter as ^ Seshvara-Sdnkhya ' {Sdnkhya with 
God) — on the ground that the Yoga-sutras do posit an Ishvara, even though ‘ 
only for the proposes of worship and meditation. 

The case of ‘ Nydya ’ and ‘ VaiaM^ika ’ > is somewhat different. The 
Sutras of both ‘ systems ’ contain ‘ philosophical ’ matter } though e en 
here much of the ‘ philosophical ’ factor has been boi^wed from, or taken for 
granted as expounded by, the sister system ; and the Nydya-bha^ya has 
declared that such of the Vai8M?ika doctrines as are not actually denied 
in Nydya should be taken to be accepted by the latter, [vide — ^Bha§ya on 
Nydyaautra 1. 1. 4]. The avowed aim also of the Sutras of Nydya appears 
to be the propounding qf a scheme of investigation and discussion regarding 
the truths of philosophy ; as in their opinion, any knowledge acquired by 
other methods remains shaky until it is confirmed by such investigation. 
Thus there is sufficient reason for regarding the Nydya and Vaise§ika also 
, as complementary. 

^ Lastly as regards ^ Mimdmsd’ and ‘ Vedanta \ there has never been 
any justification for regarding them as two distinct ‘ Systems They have 
always known as ‘ Purva ’ (PreUminary) Mimdmsd and ‘ Uttara ' 

' :(lB^al) Mvrndmsd. The Purva-Mimdmsd has never claimed to be a ‘ darshana, 
a ^ System of philosophy ’ ; in fact, so far as the Sutra is concerned, it does 
not take note of any philosophical ’ topic. If the later commentators have 
introduced ’ such topics as the ‘ soul ’ and the ‘ Apurva \ it is only as 
corollary' to its main and one topic of ‘ Dharma ’. If there is no ‘ Apurva ’ 
and if there i’s no ‘ soul there can be no point in understanding or perform- 
ing Dharma, one’s Duty ; hence these have been set forth ; the ‘ Soul ’ has 
been specially emphasised j but simply asserted ; and the earlier writers have 
deliberately referred the student to the sister-system for detailed information. 
Says Kumdrila at the end of the Atma-vdda section of the SMokavartika-^ 

THnv gwsrr \ 

That is-— ‘ with a view to set aside Atheism (which in Indian Philosophy 
stands for the view that There is no soul, there is no region other than 
the physical earth ”), the author of the Bhdfya has asserted the existence 
q£'the Soul on the basis of reasons; the knowledge of this (Soul) attains 



INTEODtrCTlOIir. 


■ ix 

confirmation by the study of the Vedanta'. Here ‘Vedanta’ evidently 
stands for the TJpani^ads and their study incorporated in the Brnhmasuims. 

We are alive to the fact that later on differences between the two systems 
croi^ped up regarding small details ; but there lias never arisen any con- 
troversy on the main issues. The Vedanta finds its ultimate sanction in 
the Vedie texts, and as regards the authority of the '^"edas, it accepts the 
c-onelusions of the sister -system. For &M praMiml purposes, tl. ^ Vedantin 
accepts tlie tenets of the Mimdmsd j—hence the saying ‘ Vydvu. ure bhatta.- 
’ current among writers on Feddnta. 

The above facts also account for the designation of Mmidu sd proper as 
• f^tlrva ’ and of that of the Vedanta as ‘ Uttara \ For the enquiry into 
Brahman — ' Brahmajijndsd' , — and this enquiry can be carried on only on 
the basis of Vedio texts, — ^it is necessary that the authority and reliability 
of the Veda should be established beyond doubt, and then, That certain 
methods of interpreting those texts should be elaborated, in order to prevent 
confusion in course- of the study’ of the vast mass of Vedie material. These 
two requirements have been met* by Mlmdmsd proper ; and on the basis 
of tliis ‘ Pfirva', Preliminary, Mlmdmsd, the Vedantin has raised his edifice 
of Vedanta proper, called on that account the ‘ Uttara ', Final, Mlmdmsd. 
And it is interesting to note that on the subject of MoJesa, the final aim of 
man, the views of the great Mlmdmsaha do not differ much from the 
orthodox ‘ Vedanta ’ view. 

Of course, one cannot be blind to the fact that among the later con- 
troversies, this ‘ brotherhood ’ (or ‘ sisterhood ’ } was lost sight of, and 
greater stress began to be laid upon differences regarding non-essentials 
than on agreements regarding essentials. 

This is how the idea of the ‘ Six Systems of Indian Philosophy ’ came to 
be evolved. This also is the reason why there is practically no ‘ philosophical ’ 
topic discussed by Jaimini in his Sutras. — ^Having propoimded the subject 
of his enquiry, Dharma (Sutras), — ^he provides a definition of this Dharma 
as ‘ what the Veda enjoins as beneficial ’ {Sutra 2), — ^it explains why the 
ordinary means of Cognition, Perception, Inference and the rest, cannot be 
of much use in this connection (Su. 4), — and how word (Verbal Authority) 
can be the only infallible guide in this matter (SQ. 5) ; — ^he then explains in 
the rest of the first Pdda, how and why the Veda is to be accepted as an 
infallible source of knowledge ; — ^this is followed, in the rest of Adhydya I, 
by a detailed examination of the question as to which portions of ' the 
Veda are to be regarded as actually layrmg dowm what should be done or 
what should not be done. Having thus cleared the ground in the first 
Adhydya, he proceeds in the remaining eleven Adhyayas to set forth in 
detail the methods of interpreting Vedio texts. 

Unfortunately for modem Hindus, the examples that Jaimini chose for 
illustrating his rules of interpretation were all from sacrificial Rituals. 
Naturally during his time, every Brahmap.a was famiUar with these Rituals, 
and hence they were regarded as providing most suitable illustrative examples. 
Latterly, however. Sacrificial Ritual has grad\ially all but disappeared from 
the life of the Hindus ; and this has led to the neglect of the study of the 
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Mimamsd-shastra. • Eveu so, it contmues to be recognised that the rules 
that Jaimini evolved are still foimd useful in the interpretation of Law- 
texts ; and they have been so widely vised that there is no important Legal 
Digest which does not draw upon the ‘ Nyayas ’ of Jaimini. One of these 
‘ Nyayas — rather the misunderstanding of it — ^haa altered the whole trend 
of the Law of Adoption in Bombay, even in our owu day. [See Preface to 
the writer’s ‘Hindu Law in its Sources’, Vol. II]. 

It is hoped the translation now placed before the p iblic will go some 
way towards the dispelling of certain noisconceptions ’hat have gained 
ground in the learned legal world of the present day. I know this hope is 
much too extravagant. But who knows ? 
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ADHYAYA IX. 

PADA I. 

Adhikarana (1) : At the Agnihotra and other sacrifices , 
the Details are prompted by, — laid down for the 
purpose of accomplishing — the ^ Apurva\ 
Transcendental Result. 

SUTRA ^(1). 

That which is the objecttve oe the Sacbifice is the TRiNOrPAL 

FACTOR ; AS THAT IS WHAT IS ENJOINED ; HENCE THE 
EMBEUilSHMENT OF THE SUBSTANCES MUST BE REGARDED 
AS PROMPTED BY. THAT ; SPECIALLY BECAUSE IT 
IS MEANT FOB THAT PURPOSE. 

BMsya. 

In. the Eighth Discourse we have finished the consideration of particular 
cases of Transference of details ; we are now going to deal with cases of 
^Vha\ ‘Modification’, (of Details). — ‘Modification’ is of three kinds — as 
bearing upon (1) the Mantra, (2) the Sdman, and (3) the SamsMra (Era- 
bellishment). — -It is this Modification that will be the main subject of 
consideration (in this, the Ninth Discourse), though other subjects also 
are going to be dealt with, some by way of Introduction and others as 
arising out of the main theme. 

[We have seen that in several cases, the Details of one sacrifice are transferred 
to another saerifioe. In some cases, it so happens that the particular detail so 
transferred does not quite fit in with the other details^ of the sacrifice to which 
it has been transferred. In this case therefore, the detail transferred is ‘ modified ’ 
to suit the exigencies of the sacrifice to which it has been transferred. It is this 
‘ modification ’ that is going to be dealt with in Discourse IX.] 


(A) [First Explanation,] 

As a necessary preliminary to the Discourse, what we have to consider 
first of all is the following matter, in regard to the Agnihotra, the Da/rsha- 
Punutmdsa and the Jyotistoma, in connection with which separate details 
have been prescribed. — ^In regard to these the question that has to be 
considered is — ^Axe these Details prompted by (performed for the purpose 
of accomplishing) the Transcendental Besidt, — or by the Sacrificial Act ? — 
If they are prompted by the Transcendental Result, then alone c^n 
Modification be possible ; if, on the other hand, they are prompted by the 
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Sacrificial Act, then there would be a commixture of the Details. — “ How 
so ? ’’ — All sacrifices are saori-ficial acts ; — hence when any Details are 
enjoined in reference to the genus ‘sacrifice’, which is what is denoted by 
the root ‘ to sacrifice % — ^they naturally appertain to all sacrifices [if the 
details are prompted by the Sacrifioial Act} ; [so that in this case there w'ould 
be no justification for any ‘ modification ’ j ; — if, on the other hand, the 
Details are prompted by the Transcendental Result, then, as each sacrifice 
leads to a distinct Transcendental Result, the Details laid down in con- 
nection with a specific Transcendental Result, could become connected 
with another such Result only in a specific form ; hence in this ease, 

‘ Modification ’ would be possible (and necessary). 

[4 'preVyMmtA-i) objection is raised ^ — “ All this has been already discussed 
and finally settled in Discourse VII {Adhihwrcma l. oi Pada I) 

Answer— -That same conclusion is again recalled here for the purpose 
of introducing the following discussions. — Or, the present discussion may be 
taken as meant for explaining things not already explained on the previous 
occasion. — 

“ What is that thing ? ” 

It is this — that the Embellishment of the substances must be regarded as 
prompted by that, specially heccuuse it is all meant for that purpose . — ^For one 
who is going to expound ‘ Modification the assertion of this fact is 
necessary because it is only thus that Modification is possible ; this fact 
was not asserted on the previous occasion (in Discourse VH), as there was 
no need for it there ; all that was considered there was the question whether 
the Details were restricted to each Context — or were they all to be employed 
in all cases ? — ^The consideration of this question would be possible in 
* both cases — i.e. if the details are prompted by the Transcendental Result, 
as also if they are prompted by the Sacrificial Act but it could not be 
so if the EmbeUishment of substances were for the purposes of the Trans- 
cendental Result ; — and it is this latter fact that is established here ;• — on 
the previous occasion, the fact of the Details being prompted by the Trans- 
cendental Result, — even though not mentioned in the Sutra, — ^had been 
taken up for the purpose of facilitating the business of discussion. — Thus 
then there is no needless repetition here (of what has already gone under 
Discourse VII). 


(B) [Second Explanation,'] 

Or, what we are going to discuss later on is a totally different question : 
— Are the details contingent upon the sacrificial act, but prompted by the 
Transcendental Result ? — Or are they both contingent upon, and pro^npted 
by, the Transcendental Result ? — ^And for the present, we are only con- 
sidering the question whether the Details are prompted by the Transcendental 
Result or by the Sacrificial Act ? 

On this question, the Furvapaksa view is that — " the Details are 
prompted by the Sacrificial Aid ; — ^why so? — ^because it is with the term 
‘ to sacrifice ’ that the entire Procedure is con*elated, — ^the meaning of the 
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injiincfeions being — ‘ In this manner should the sacrificial act be performed ’ 
or ‘ such and such a result should be brought about by the Sacrificial Act 
performed in such and such a manner’.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhantct '.-—-That which is 
the objective of the act denoted by the root ‘ to sacrifice ’ (i.e. the Sacrificial 
Act) is the principal factor ; it is that which is enjoined as to be accomplished 
(by the Sacrifice) ; and the Procedure should appertain to that which is 
meant to be accomplished (by the Act). — ^It has been argued that— “ the 
details are correlated with the root ‘to sacrifice ’ — Our answer to this 

is as follows : — ^Whatever Embellishment is there — in the substances, as also 
in the Sacrificial Act, — must he regarded as prompted by that, — i.e. prompted 
by the Transcendental Besult (to be accomplished by means of the Act of 
Sacrifice), because it — ^the Sacrificial Act— is meant for that purpose y the 
substances also are related to the Details only as related to the 
Transcendental Result,— not on their own account. Because there is no 
mutual need between the Details and what is denoted by the root (‘ to 
sacrifice ’) ; it is by what is denoted by the affix {Injunctive) that the Procedure 
is needed, — the form of the requirement being — ‘ in what manner is the 
Desired Result to . be accomplished ? — and not ‘ what is the form of the 
Sacrifice ? ’ — From this it follows that the Procedure should be connected 
with that which is meant to be accomplished ; and it is the Transcendental 
Result that is meant to he accomplished ; — Whence the Details should be taken 
as prompted by the Transcendental Result. 


(0) [Third 'J^xplanation.] 

In regard to the same instances, we proceed to discuss the question — 
Are the Details contingerit upon the Sacrificial Act, and prompted by the 
Transcendental Result ? Or are they both contingent upon, and prompted 
by, the Transcendental Result t 

On this question, the Purvapak^a view is as 'foUows : — “ The Details 
are contingent upon the Sacrificial Act, and promptedfhy the Transcendental 
Result ? — ^Why so ? — ^Because nothing can be contingent upon, as well 
as prompted by, the same thing ; the Prompter of the Details is that for the 
purpose whereof they are performed ; and their Contingent Cause is that 
during whose existence they are performed ; — and one and the same word 
cannot express the idea that ‘ the details are performed for the purpose of 
the Transcendental Result ’, as also the ide^ that ‘ they exist while the 
Transcendental Result exists ’ ; in fact the words expressive of the Details 
being for the purpose of the Transcendental Result would be entirely different 
from those expressive of them as existing while the Transcendental Result 
exists. — On the other hand, if the Details are taken as contingenl upon the 
Sacrificial Act, then there is the verbal expression ‘ The Result should be 
accomplished by means of the sacrifice in such and such a manner (by 
' adopting these details) ’ ; which means that when the sacrifice is there, 
then the Details help in the accomplishment of the Transcendental Result, — 



1420 


shababa-bha§ya : 


but if the sacrifice is not there, then they do not render any such help. — From 
this it follows that the Details are contingmt upon the Sacrificial Act, but 
prompted by the Transcendental Result.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhanta : — That, which 
is the objective of the sacrifice is the principal factor, — ^i.e. that which is meant 
to be accomplished by means of the Sacrificial Act because that is what 
is enjoined as leading to the desired result; — hence all the embellishment 
that there is— in connection with the Sacrificial Act and the substances 
appertaining thereto, — ^should be regarded as prompted by the Transcendental 
BesuU ; because all those embellishments are performed with the view that 
they are conducive to that. Result; and they are not concerned with the 
accomplishment of the Sacrifice ; in fact, in entire body of texts laying 
down the act, the Embellishments are correlated with what is denoted 
by the (Injunctive) affix ; as it is this latter, and not what is denoted by the 
verbal root, that stands in need of such correlation. — ^From this it follows 
that the Details are contingent upon, as well as prompted by, the 
Transcendental Result. 

It has been argued that “ it is not possible for the Transcendental 
Result to be the Prompter as well as the Contingent Cause, as the verbal 
expression in the two cases miost be entirely different ”. — Our answer to 
this is as follows : — ^That the Transcendental Result is the prompter of the 
Details is what is declared in the scriptural texts themselves ; as for the, 
fact of its being also the contingent cause, that is not expressed directly 
by the words of the text ; but it follows from the generally recognised fact 
that when one thing is prompted by another, the latter is also the contingent 
cause of the former ; for instance, the Garden is the prompter as well as the 
contingent cause of the pajnnent of the wages to the Gardener ; because 
it is only when the Garden is there that wages are paid to the Gardener ; and 
the man is related to the wages for the purpose of maintaining the Garden, 
From all this it follows that it is the Transcendental Result that is the 
prompter as well as the contingent cause of the Details. 



Adhikaeana (2) :* ^ Proksana\ ^ Besprinkling \ is 
prompted by the Transcendental Result. 

SUTRA (2). 

tP0 BVAPAK§A] — “Things that abe done in connection with an 
‘Embellishment’ abe fob that ptjbpose, and hence the 

DETAIL IN QUESTION SHOULD BE BEGABDED AS PBOMPTED 
BY THAT (Embellishment).” 

Bhasycu 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamasa, we read — ‘ One threshes 
the com with pestle and mortar that have been besprinkled ; one grinds it 
with the grinding slab and stone that have been besprinkled 

In connection with this, there arises the question — Is the ‘ besprinkling ’ 
prompted by the threshing and the grinding ? — Or by the Transcendental 
Result? 

On this question, the Purvdpaksa view is as follows ; — “ The 
‘ besprinkling ’ which is done in connection with an ‘ Embellishment ' — ^in the 
form- of the ‘Threshing and Grinding’, — should he regarded as prompted by 
that — i.e. by that Embellishment. — ‘ Threshing and Grinding being embellish- 
ments, how can the Besprinkling be regarded as prompted by them ? 
Became they are for that purpose ; as a matter of fact, one thing is said to 
be the ‘ prompter ’ of another when the latter serves to accomplish the 
former ; so that, if it is the Transcendental Result that is accomplished by 
the Besprinkling, then this Besprinkling should be regarded as prompted 
by the Transcendental Result ; but if it is the Threshing and Grinding that 
are accomplished by the Besprinkling, then the Besprinkling should be 
regarded as prompted by the Threshing and Grinding. —Ptom. the Context, 
it follows that it is the Transcendental Result that is accomplished by the 
Besprinkling,’ — ^while from Syntactical Connection, it is clear that the 
Threshing and Grinding are accomplished by the Besprinkling ; — and 
Syntactical Connection is stronger in authority than Context. — [Hence it 
follows that the Besprinkling is prompted by Threshing and Grinding}.'^ 

. The following objection is raised against the Purvapaksa — ‘ The 
Besprinkling may be done at the Threshing and Grinding ; and it may yet 
serve the purpose of accomplishing the Transcendental Result [so that 
though it may be contingent upon the Threshing and Grinding, it would be 
prompted by the Transcendental Result]. In this way the Syntactical 
Connection and the Context, both would be honoured’. 

To this the Purvapaksin makes the’following answer — “ It is not possible 
to honour both (Syntactical Comiection and Context), The mere fact 
of a certain tiling being mentioned in a certain context does not necessarily 
imply that that thing has been laid down for the sake of the subject-matter 
of the Context ; all that the fact of a thing mentioned in a certain Context 
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means is that it is syntactically connected witli the subject-matter of the 
Context ; and it is from this Syntactical Corimsction that it follows that the 
thing is meant to serve the purposes <)f tluit subject-iuatter. [This is- what 
happens in regard to the rtdation between the JiesprinkUwj and tlie 
Transcendental TtesuitJ. On the other hand, the Syntacticjal Coniioc^tion of 
the BeM'prinkliwj is with tho Threnhiruj and (Irivdimj which are directly 
perceptible (mentioned in the text) ; — this direct Syntactuial Connection 
((»f the Bmprinklihg, with the T hreahimf tmd (Irindimj) sets aside its indirect 
(inferred) Syntactical Connection with the subject-matter of tlu* Context 
(i.c. TranacerKierita! Result). Nor is it possible for the B&spr inkling to he 
Syntacticaily connected with both (Transtiendeuta! Rsfflult and Threshing 
and (Jriwling) at one and the same time ; because wlien it is syntactically 
connccterl with one, it has all itij roquiremontN fulfilled through timt, and 
heneje there is nO reason for contiecrti ng it with anything else.— -Thus, no 
Syntactical Connection of the Besprinkling being possible with the subject- 
matter of tho Context, it cannot bo hold to serve the purpose of the 
Transcendental Result.” 



Ohjedwn to tlte Purvapak^a — ‘ The Threshing and Grinding do certainly 
serve the purpose of accomplishing tho Transcendental Itesult; and as the 
BesprinMmg subserves the purposes .of the Threshing and Grinding, it 
must be taken as helping the Transcendental Result 

The Pnrmpak^ answers— “It is true that the Besprinkling helps 
the Tremscendental Result indirectly (mediately) ; but that does not make 
it ‘ prompted by the Transcendental Result There are tw’O kinds of 
subsidiaries that help a subsidiary— -(1) that which is connected with a 
particular subsidiary on the ^X)und that this subsidiary is pecuhar to a 
cerferain Transcendental Result, and (2) that which is connected with the 
subsidiary inherently on its own account, irrespectively of any connection 
with a Transeend^tal Result : — ^Now of these two kinds, that set of Details 
alone is regarded as ‘ prompted by the Transcendental Result ’ which is 
connected with the partieular subsidiary through its relationship to the 
Transcendental Result ; — and such a set of Details has to be ‘ modified * 
in the Ectype or in other cas€« whero the subsidiary is used for the same 
purpose. In the other case, however, where the connection of the Detail 
rests upon the form of the subsidiary itself (independently of any 
■ikansceadental Result), — the Detail is regarded to be ‘prompted by itself ’. 
Even though, even in this latter case', the subsidiary equipped with, the 
particular detail does bring about a Transcendental Result, yet the 
Transcendental Result, being thus accomphshed, does not beoojDae the 
cause (the incentive, the prompter) of the employment of that Detail ; that 
is, it is not by reason of the presence of the Transcendental Result by itself 
that the partioular Detail is employed. — ^In this latter case, either in the 
Ectype or in any other thing, the Transcendental Result not being there, 
there is no ‘modification*. — Such being the oa8©> the right course can be 
determmed only on the basis of Syntactioal Connection; that is, if the 
Syntactical Connection signifies that the Transcendental Result is the cause 
(of the Employme^ of the Detail}, then that Detail has to be regarded as 
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‘ prompted by the Transcendental R^nlt’ ; if it signifies that the subsidiary 
itself is the cause of the employment of the Detail, then that Detail has 
to be regarded as ‘ prompted by the subsidiary \ — ^It has been already 
pointed out that, in the ease in question, the idea of the detail being 
prompted by the Transcendental R^ult is based upon Context, while that 
of its being prompted by the subsidiary itself is based on Syntactical 
Connection. — Hence it follows that the Besprinkling is prompted by 
Threshing and Grinding, and that whenever there are Threshing and 
Grinding, they have to be accompanied by Besprinkling. 

SUTRA (3). 

[Siddhanta] — BEAL rry, the belatiohship oe the Detail nr 

QUESTION WITH THAT THING IS DUE TO ITS CONNECTION WITH 
THE ‘ SaCKIEICE ’ ; HENCE THE DETAIL SHOULD BE 
EEGAEDED AS PBOBtPTED BY THE ‘ SaCBEFIOE ’ ; 

SPECIALLY BECAUSE THE EMBELLISHMENT IS 
FOB THAT PUBPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ iw ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the Purvapaksa. 

It is not true that the Besprinkling is prompted by Threshing and 
Grinding. In fact, it is because there is connection between ‘ that thing 
i.e. Threshing or Grinding, — ^with the Transcendental Result, — ^that the 
former is related to the Besprinkling ; that? is, the coimection between the 
Treshing -Grinding and the Enoibellishment of Besprinkling is brought 
about through the accomplishment of a particular Transcendental Result, — 
and not through the Threshing-Grinding itself. — ^Why ? — ^Because the 
Threshing and Grinding by themselves serve no useful purpose ; hence if the 
Besprinkling were prompted by them, that also would be usel^. Hence the 
Besprinkling cannot be regarded as prompted by Threshing and Grinding. 

Objection — “ The Threshing and Grinding are helpful to the Trans- 
cendental Result ; they kre not useless.” 

Answer — [According to the Purvapaksa] there is no connection between 
the Besprinkling and the Transcendental Result; in fact (imder this view), 
even if the Besprinkling were not dohe, the Threshing and Grinding would 
not fail in bringing about the Transcendental Result. So that, even though 
the Threshing and Grinding were helpful to the Transcendental Result, 
the Besprinkling connected with those two would serve no useful purpose. 

Opponent — “ That purpose for which the Threshing and Grinding are 
done can be accomplished by these two when they are connected with 
the Besprinkling, not otherwise. [In this way, the Besprinkling serves a 
most useful purpose.]” 

Answer — There is no scriptural text declaring that this is so. 

Opponent — “ This same text that we are considering declares this. — How ? 
— ^It says that — ‘ One threshes the com with the pestle and mortar that have 
been besprinkled-, one grinds the com with the grinding slab and stone 
that ham been washed ’ ; — ^this clearly means that ‘ what is done by the 
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ThreaMng and the Ormdmg is done by them as connected with 
Besprinkling ’ ; and thus the Besprinkling is really connected with what is 
brought about by the Threshing and Grinding,— -not with these 

Answer — It is not so. If it is true that what is brought about by the 
Threshing and Grinding becomes connected with Besprinkling,-— then there 
can be no connection of the Besprinkling with that thing at all. Because 
that thing is brought about by the Threshing and Grinding ; what then is 
tiiere that would be brought about by the Besprinkling ? — If the connection 
were meant to be that “ the Transcendental Result is brought about by the 
besprinkled (implements. Pestle, etc.)”, — in that case it oould not b® said 
to be brought about by the Threshing or the Grinding. — If it be urged that 
— the connection of these two also is asserted (to be what brings about the 
Transcendental Result) then the assertion of several connections would 
lead to syntactical split.— Thus then, we conclude that, inasmuch as by 
being connected with the Threshing and the Grinding, the Besprinkling would 
become useless, it must be taken to be connected with the Transcendental 
Result, on the basis of Context, 

Opponent — “ In that case, there would be no connection with the 
Threshing and Grinding '^ 

There would certainly be connection with them, we reply. — “ How ? ” — 
In the case in question, whan the man proceeds to do the Threshing, there 
are two results accomplished — (1) the act of Threshing itself, and (f ) the 
preparation of the Rice ; and indirectly there comes about the accomplish- 
ment of a peculiar Tiaiise®Biidental Residt ; because the preparataon of the 
Rice is a help rendered to thff Transcendental Result, — .and this help is 
meant to be rendered by the act of Thrediing ; and thus the BesprinMmg 
comes to be connected with it (b\it indirectly). — Though it is true that, if 
the Besprinkling is connected with the act of Threshing itself, such connection 
would be on© that is directly asserted ; but in that case it would become 
useless (as explained above) ; hence we have recourse to the indirect 
connection ; specially because such Indireet Indication is something 
perceptible and as such more reasonable than the assumption of something 
entirely imperceptible. In fact, the Threshing is not an indirect subsidiary 
bringing about the Transcendental Result ; the help that it renders (by 
preparing the Rice) is a perceptible one, and, through some invisible capacity, 
it renders that help in the right manner. Even if the Besprinkling did 
bring about the Transcendental Result, in so far as it would be connected 
with mere Threshing, and not with any kind of benefit rendered by itself, — 
it would serve no useful purpose at alL Hence the Besprinkling should be 
taken as connected with a particular benefit throu^ the act of Threshing. 
It is for this reason that even when an act other than, Threshing serves 
the same purpose as the Threshing, — it takes the Besprinkling ; for instance, 
in the case where the rice is prepared by tearing away the husks with nails, 
— where the Besprinkling is done to the nails. 

From all this it follows that all details like Besprinkling are prompted 
by the Transcendental Result. 



"^lWHiKAitA2?A (3) : (Bepresented by another interpretation 
of 8utras 2 and 3). 

The mryi 7 }jg degrees of tone or pitch — High and Low 
are ^(ymptejd hy the Subsidiary Transcendental 
Result. 

Bhasya. 

The two Sutras 2 and 3 may be taken as embodying the foUowmg 
AcOiiJtmav^i — 

there is the Jyoiiskma sacrihce ; in connection with that, it is laid 
down — ^‘At the iHJc^itiya saearifice, one should recite with as much voic^ 
as one' likes, — at the Prdya^d, with low voice, — at t^he Mithya, with still 
low€?r voice, — at the Upasad^, silently 

In regard to this, there arises the following question Are all these 
details (regarding the Pitch of Voice) prompted by (to be adopted for the 
purpose of bringing about) the Final Main Transcendental Result (of the 
Jyotiatoma) ? Or by the subsidiary Transcendental Results of the DlJcsaij,lya 
and other subsidiary sacrifices ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view (embodied in Sutra 2) is as 
foEows ; — “ The Detail in question is used in connection with the subsidiary 
Transcendental Result of the J3ik§aifiiyd and other subsidiary sacrifices, 
but ' this Transcendental Result only serves as an ‘ Embellishment ’ of 
the Main Final Transcendental Result (of the Jyotistoma); — ^from this it 
foEows that the said Detail subserves the purposes of this Pinal Trans- 
cendental Result ; — and this shows that the Biksanuyd and the other 
subsidiary sacrifices also only subserve the purpose of that Final Result; 
specially because it is only the Final Result that brings the fruit of the 
Sacrifice, — ^and it is this Fruit which is understood to be what is to be accom- 
plished by means of the Sacrifice ; this oaimot be said of the subsidiary 
Transcendental Resxilt, which brings no fruit at all 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta (embodied in Sutra 
3) — ^It is because the Final Transcendental Result is related to "that thing ’ — 
i.e. the set of subsidiary 'sacrifices, Dikpaiiiyd and the rest, — ^that Details 
like those xmder consideration become connected with that Result. 
From this it follows that details like these are prompted by the subsidiary 
sacrifices. In tliis sense we would have the Direct Assertion of the Vedio 
Text ; while in the other sense, recourse would be necessary to mdirect 
figurative interpretation. — Nor is the Transcendental Result of the 
Diksamyd and other subsidiary sacrifices entirely useless ; it actually helps 
the Jyotistoma sacrifice. As a matter of fact, the subsidiary Transcendental 
Result of the Prdyat}iyd and other subsidiary sacrifices would never be accom- 
plished without some such Detail as that under consideration, — as in the 
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case of the act of Threshing and Grinding (in the foregoing Adhiharaisa)^ 
— ^It might be argued that — “ this subsidiary Transcendental Result would 
come about without any such Detail — ^But that is not possible. — ^Why ? — 
Because that Transcendental Result also is cognised only by means of the 
Vedic Word; in fact, before the Vedic Text appears, the fact that ‘there is 
such a thing as the Transcendental Result in question ’ is not known by 
any other means of cognition ; — hence in matters like these, which are 
amenable to only one means of Cognition in the shape of the Vedic Word, 
we have to accept as true what that word says ; — and in the case in question 
the Vedic Word clearly asserts that the Detail in question is helpful tO’ 
the subsidiary Transcendental Result of the Prdyanlyd and other subsidiary 
sacrifices, — ^and not to the Main Final Transcendental Result. — On the 
strength of the same Vedic Word, it also follows that the subsidiary 
Transcendental Result continues to exist undiminished and intact tmtil the 
accomplishment of the Final Main Transcendental Result*,' so that the 
Detail subsisting in it will not pass on to the Final Result ; and yet even 
so, it serves a useful purpose.— From all this it follows that Details like 
those in question are -prompted by the subsidiary Transcendental Results. 

Questionr—^’’ What is the purpose served by all this discussion ? What 
happens if either the Purvapaksa or the Siddhdnta view is accepted ? ’* 

Answer - — ^In coxmection -with the AshvamMha sacrifice, we read — ‘ The 
Traidhdtaviyd takes the place of the Diksanlya ’ ; — ^now if the details relating 
to the Pitch were prompted by the Final Transcendental Result (as held 
by the Purvapak§a), — ^then, as tied down to that Result, the detail laid down 
in connection- with the Dlkaai/^%yd would have to be adopted at the Traidhd- 
tamyd which takes the place of the Dtkqaf^lyd ; — if, on the other hand, the 
detail in question were prompted by the subsidiary Transcendental Result 
of the Agni-Visriu-offering, — ^then, inasmuch as the Final Transcendental 
Result would not be the Transcendental Result of the Agni-Vi^u-offeringf. 
— ^the Transcendental Result of the Traidhatamyd would hot become con- 
nected with the Detail in question. 


Adhikarana (4) : Details relating to the ' Fruit s and the 
'‘Deity' are 'prompted hy the Transcendental 
Result. 

SUTRA (4). 

[Pubvapaksa]— ” The Fruit and the Deity also [have the 

OHARAGTBE OE BEING THE PROMPTER OP DETAILS].” 



There are the Darsha-Purnmndsa sacrifices laid down in the text — 
‘ Desiring Heaven, one should perform the DarsJia-Pur'^amdsa sacrifices ’• 
In connection with these we find a certain detail connected with the 
‘Fruit’, as also one connected with the Deity; for instance, the Detail 
connected with the Fruit (Heaven) is the Mantra, ‘ Aganma sml),, etc. 
and the Detail connected with the Deity {Agni) is -thB Mantra, \ Agnemjjiti 
— manujjeaam, 

In regard to these details, there arises the question — Is Heaven the 
prompter of the act (reciting of the Mantra) which is connected with 
Heaven ? and Agni and other deities are the prompter of the act (reciting 
of the Mantra) which is connected with those deities ? — Or in both cases, 
the act is prompted by the Transcendental Result ? — ^If the first mantra is 
construed to mean tliat ‘ We have reached Heaven ’, and the second mantra 
to mean that ‘We have passed over the glories of Agni, etc. ’, — then the 
act would be regarded as prompted by Heaven and by Agni, etc. ;7-on the 
other hand, if the first mantra is construed to mean that ‘We have obtained 
the fruit of the Darsha-Purnamasa’, and the second mantra to mean that 
‘We have passed over the glories of the deities of the Darsha-Purimmdaa 
— ^then the act would be regarded as prompted by the Transcendental 
Result. ,, 

On tins question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows The act in 
question should be regarded as prompted by HeaDen and by Agni, etc. — 
Why ? — Because of' the force of the marUra-text ; that is, it is understood 
that that should be declared (to be the prompter) winch is spoken of by the 
Mantra ; — ^and the Mantra directly speaks of Heaven and of Agrvi, etc., 
and it is only by mdirect indication that it can speak pf the Fruit and 
Deities of the Darsha-PurnamSsa. — Hence it follows that the Detail in 
question must be taken as prompted by the Fruit and the Deities spoken 
of by the Mantras — ^i.e. Heaven arid Agnd, etc.” 
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SUTRA (5). 

[SiDDHiNTA]— N ot so; by season oy the Injunction, it is 

SUBSERVIENT TO THE TbANSOENDENTAL ReSULT. 



It is not true that the Detail in question is prompted by the Fruit and 
the Deities ; as a matter of fact, by reason of the Injunction^ it should be 
subservient to the Transcendenial Besult ; that which is enjoined as bringing 
about the Fruit is what is connected with the Details of Procedure it is 
the Transcendental Result, — and not Heaven or Agni and other Deities, 
that is enjoined as bringing about the Fruit ; so that, if the reciting of the 
Mantras were for the sake of Heaven or the Deities, it W>ould have to be 
taken as serving some invisible purpose, and that too, through indirect 
Indication ; — on the other hand, if the mention of the Fruit and the Deities 
be taken as subservient to the Transcendental Result, then a visible purpose 
becomes served, through the encouragement (that is afforded to the 
Performer). And when according to this latter view, a visible purpose ia 
found to be served, it eaimot be right to assume a Transcendental Result as 
proceeding from the assertion of the Heaven, or of Agni and other deities. The 
Fruit and the Deities being accepted by both parties to be expressed by the 
words of the Mantras, there is no indirect indication, so far as those are 
concerned. — ^From all this it follows that Details like those under considera- 
tion are prompted by the Transcendental Result. 

Question — “ What is the use of all this discussion ? ” 

Answer — According to the Purvapaksa view, at the Saurya-mcTi&ce, 
the Mantra should be used without any modification ; while in accordance 
with the Siddhdnta, the Mantra shoxiid be modified into the form ‘ Aganma 
brahmavarchasam ^ (in place of ^aganma stiah'), and '' Suryasyojjitim, etc.' 
(in place of ‘ Agnerujjitim, etc.’). 

As regards the Deity, we have the following Adhikarana. 


ADHiKAKAifA (5) ; DemtodJiihamna : Details are not 
prompted by the Deity. 

SUTRA (6). 

[POrvapaksa — cowbinvMl — “The Dbixy should be taken as 

PROMPTING (the DETAILS OF SACRIFICE), BECAUSE THE FEEDING 
IS FOB THE SAKE OF THE DBITY, — AS IN THE CASE 

OF THE Guest.” 

Bhasya. 

[The Purvapakm starts off with objecting to the Siddhdnta of the 
preceding Adhiharoma, so far as the Deities are concerned] — “ It is not 
true that Agni and other deities are not prompters of details ; as a matter 
of fact, aU the deities should be taken as prompting all the details. — ^How ? — 
Because the feeding is for the sake of the Deity ; what is called a ‘ Sacrifice ’ 
is only the feeding of the Deity ; what is done at it is that an eatable 
substance is offered to the Deity ; apparently the sacrifice is found to be 
declared as an act of giving (offering), of which the Deity is the recipient ; 

such a recipient is more desired even than the objective which has been 
defined as ‘ the most desired ’ ; hence the Deity cannot be regarded as a 
subordinate factor (as asserted in Su. 5) ; on the contrary, the stAstance 
and the act (of offering) are subordinate to the Deity. — ^Then again, the 
sacrifice is a form of worship of the Deity; and in ordinary life, we find 
that the act of worship is always subordinate to the object worshipped. — 
The case in question should be treated like that of guests ; that is to say, 
whatever service is rendered to the Guest is regarded as prompted by the 
Guest ; similarly m the case in question, whatever is done in course of a 
sacrificial offering to the Deities should be taken as prompted by those 
deities].” 

Says the Purvapak^n^s Opponent — ‘ By arguing as you do, you admit 
that the Deity has a material body and also actually eats (the offerings) 

The Purvapaksin answers — “ Certainly, the Deity has a material 
body and also eats (what is offered). — ‘ How so ? ’ — (a) Because of the 
Smrti-text, — (6) because of Custom, and — (c) because of the Indicative Texts. 
— (q) The Smrti-teocts clearly declare that the Deity has a material body, 
and we regard Smrti-texts to be authoritative; — (6) then again, it is 
customary with people to treat the deity as with a material body ; for 
instance, they paint, and speak of, Yama with a mace in his hand, of 
Varunc,, with a noose in his hand, and of Indra, with a thunderbolt in his 
hand ; — ^from this customary treatment of the Deities also we infer the 
vahdity of the SmriA-texts (describing the material bodies of deities) ; — 
■(c) lastly, we have the following indicative text — ‘ Jagjrbhmd fe daksi/ryctm indra 
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has tarn" [‘ O Iiidra, I take hold of. your right hand’]; as a matter of 
fact, it is only one having a body who has a, right and a hand ^then 
again, there is the following text— ‘ Ime chit mdra rodasl apdre yat sagr- 
bhmci maghavan kdshiriUe ’ O Indra, Maghavan, tliis illimitable Eartit 
and Heaven yon hold in your fist ’] ; the term ‘ Kashi ’ means fist ; and 
this also is possible only for one who has a human body ;-~^then again, thei'e 
is the text — ‘ Tumgrlvo vayodarah suhdhurandhaso made indro vrttrdni 
jighnate ’ ; this speaks of ‘ grivd \ ‘ heck ’ ; ‘ vdara ‘ stomach ’ ; and ‘ bahu 
‘ arms — all of which is indicative of a human body, — ^From all this it follows 
that the Deity has a material body.' 

“ The Deity also eats (what 'is offered). — ‘ How do you know that ? ’— 
(a) Because of Smrti-texts, (6) because of Custom, and (c) because of 
Indicative Texts. — (a) There a,re Smrti-texts speakmg of Deities as actiially 
eating. what is offered ; — (&) people treat of Deities as if they actually ate 
what is offered, ^ — -as is clear from the fact that they offer to them various 
kinds of food ; — (c) lastly, the following texts indicate the Deity as actually 
eating — (1) ‘ AddM indra piba cha prasthitasya’ [‘ O Indra, please eat and 
drink of what has been offered ’] ; — (2) ‘ Vishvdsandni jatharem dhatte ’ 
[‘He puts into his stomach all kinds of food’]; — and (3) ' Ekmjd prati 
ghd pibatsdkam sardmsi trimshatam 

Says the Purvapahain' a Opponent — The Deity cannot be regarded 
as eating what is. offered. If it did eat it, then the qixantity of the offering 
would diminish ’. 

The Purvapahain answers — “ What the Deity partakes of is only the 
essence of the food ; like the Bee.— ‘ How do you know this ? ’ — As a matter 
of fact, what has been offered to the Deity becomes insipid ; and from this 
it fdllows that the Deity partakes of the essence of the food ”. 


■SUTHA (7). 

[POBVAPAEiSA — co7itimted]—‘ Also because of the ownebship of 

WEALTH.” 

Bhdsya. '■ 

[The Purvapnhsin^s Opponent may argue as follows] — (a) ‘ If the Deity 
were the owner of any wealth, and (6) if it were pleased on being worshipped, 
— then alone there would be some Justification for the worship of the .Deity 
to be performed, for the purpose of pleasing that Deity. As a matter of 
fact, however, neither of these two facts is true [i.e. (a) tlie Deity is not 
the owner of any wealth, and (6) the Deity is not pleased at being 
worsliipped].’ 

This is the Argument that is answered by the Purvapahain in the present 
Sutra — “ As a matter of fact, the Deity is actually the owner of wealth. — 
‘ How do you kirow that ? ’—(a) From the SmrH-text, (&) from Custom, 
and (c) from Indicative Texts.— (a) The Bmpti-Uxts declare that the Deity 
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owns wealth ; — (6) The Custom of having such names as ‘ Devagrdma ' . 
(‘the Deity’s village’), 'DevaksUra’ (‘The Deity’s field’), lends support 
to the said declaration of Smrti-texts ; — (c) lastly, there are Indicative Texts 
also showing Deities as owners of wealth ; (1) ‘ Ind/ro diva indra Ishe prthi- 
vydni, indrah apamindra it parvatdndm, indro vrdhdm, indra mmedhirdndm, 
indrah Jcseme yoge, havye indrah ' [‘Indra is the master of Heaven, of the 
Earth, of the Waters, and of the Hills ; the master of trees, of medhiras 
(animate things ?), master of welfare, of activity, of offerings’] ;^ — again, 
(2) ‘ Ishdnamasya jagatah sveshamlshdnaniindra tasthme ’ [‘ Indra the master 
of the moveable and the immoveable ’]. 

“Similarly (a) from Smrti-texts, and (6) from Custom, we also learn 
that Deities are actually pleased, (o) Smrti-texts distinctly declare that 
‘ Deities are pleased ; — (6) it is customary to speak of ‘ Pashupati being 
so pleased with such and such a man, that a son has been born to him 
of ‘ Varur^a being so pleased with him, that wealth has been obtained by 
him ’.—(c) Similarly we have Indicative Texts also to the same effect— 

‘ Ahutihhiriva hutado devan ptir^dti,'" ‘ Tasmai pritd isamurjam niyachchhanti ’ 
[‘ One who makes the offerings pleases the deities with those offerings ’ ; 

^ Being pleased with him, the Deities reward him with wealth and 
strength] 

SUTRA (8). 

[PtlRVAPAKSA— co??eiwied] — “ It is prom that too that it accrues.” 
Bhdsya. 

" It is from that-~i.e. the Deity— tfiat it — the fruit— accrues — to the 
worshipper; when a man worships the Deity with sacrifice, then that 
Deity brings him into contact with the Eruit (the reward). — ‘ How do you 
know tliis ? ’ — From the Smrti-iext and from Custom. There are Smrti- 
texts declaring that ‘ the Deity rewards the Sacrificer with the Fruit — 
Tliis Smrti declaration is confirmed by such customary declarations as — 
' Pashupati w^s worshipped by him, and therefrom he got a son — There 
are Indicative Texts also to the same effect — (1) ’• Sa it janena sa vishd 
sa janmand sa puirairvdjambJiarate dhand nrhhih devdndm yah pita ramd 
vi vdsati ahraddhdsand havisd brahmaijaspatim ’ (?) ; — (2) ‘ Trpta evainam- 
indrah prajayd pashvbhistarpayati ’ [‘ Being satisfied, Indra satisfies him 
with cattle and offspring ’]. — ^From all this it is clear that the Deity becomes 
pleased with the gift of offerings and with the singing of the praise of its 
good qualities, — and becoming pleased, it rewards the man with the desired 
fruit ; — ^whieh proves that the deity Agm is the dispenser of the fruit of that 
action by which it ha§ been pleased, and with wliich it rewards the 
performer of that act ; — that any other deity, Surya for instance, is not 
able to give that fruit ; — all this, — ras to who gives what, — is learnt from 
the Vedic text ; and the Vedic text, in this particular ease, speaks of Agni, 
not of Suri/a.’' 
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S^RA (9). 

[SlDDHlHTAj—lN REALITY, IT IB THE OBJEGTIVB OF THE SACRIFICE 
THAT SHOULD BE REGARDED AS THE FRINCIPAL FACTOR; 

BBCA.TrSE THE MATTER IS OHE THAT CAN BE DETERMINED 

ONLY BY THE VEDIC WORD ; AND THE DeITY IS 
SPOKEN OF ONLY AS A SUBORDINATE FACTOR- 


The phrase " api vd\ ‘in reality’, signifies the rejection of the 
Purvapaksa vi^'vr- 

’What has been asserted above,-— to the effect that the Deity is the 
prompter of details, — ^is not true; beeanse, as a matter of fact, it is the 
objective of the sacrifice— th&t m, the Apurm, Transcendental BesnH, 
produced by the sacrifice, — that shouM he regarded as the principal factot\— 
“ Why so ? ” — Became the matter is one that can be determined only by the 
Vedic word ; in reality, what gives the EVuit is the prompter of the act ; 
and what it is that gives the fruit can be learnt only from the Vedic text, 
not by means of Sense-perception or any other means of oogniticm ; — the 
Vedic word clearly states that the Fruit proceeds from that which is denoted 
by the root ‘ tb sacrifice ’, —mot from the Deity.— “ How do you know 

? » ^We learn it from the fact that it is the Darska-Pw'namdsa 

sacrifices that are spoken as the Instrummit, in the text, Darshapuripx- 
mdsdbhyam svargakamo yajm^ ; so also in the text ^ Jyotistomkm svarga- 
kdmo yajeia^ ; in all such texts we find the ^scKrifice\ not the ^ deity'. 
spoken of in connection with the ‘ desire for Heaven 

Says the Oppcment — “ What the root ‘ to sacrifice ’ denotes is an act 
dealing with a substance and a deity [i.e. ‘ Sacrifice ’ is the act consisting 
of the offering of a stibstance to a Deity} 

True, that is so ; but the Deity is spoken of only as a subordinate factor ; 
the Sibstance and the Deity are both accomplished entities ; while what is 
denoted by the root ‘ to sacrifice ’ is something that has to be accomplished. ; 
and whenever an accomplished entity and a Uiing to be accomplished are spoken 
of together, the former is mentioned only for the purposes of the latter. — 
From this it follows that the Deity cannot be regarded as the prompter of 
details. 

It has been argued that — “ the Deity is more ‘ desired ’ even than the 
Objective, which is the most desired*''. — We do not deny the fact that the 
Deity is ‘ desired ’ (intended to be expressed) ; in fact, whenever a term 
denotative of a deity appears either with the (deific) nominal affix or with 
the Dative affix, it is at once recognised, on the basis' of Syntactical 
Connection, that the Deity spoken of is ‘ desired ’ ; hut on the basis of 
Syntactical Connection, it is also recognised that the Fruit is connected 
with what is denoted by the root ‘ to sacrifice ’ ; and from the Direct 
Assertion of the Vedic text, it is this latter — ^the Sacrifice, not the Deity , — 
that is recognised as Instrumental (in the bringing, about of that Fruit). 
Even though it is true that the Sacrifice is for the sake of the Deity, — that 
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does not set aside the fact of the Sacrifice serving the piirpose of bringing 
about the Fruit it the Fruit that is the purpose of (desired by) the 
Man; all our activity is with a view to our own -purpose, — and not to that of 
the Deity ; — from this it follows that we would not have recourse to any 
activity on the ppompting of the Deity; as for the Recipient (i.e. the Deity) 
of the offering of sacrifice being ‘ desired % — ^that also is possible in reference 
to the fruitful sacrifice, and only when this Sacrifice is instrumeptal (in 
the bringing about of that Fruit). 

It has been argued that— “ /Sfacrij^ce is the worehip of the Deity, and 
in ordinary practice one who is worshipped is the principal factor.” — ^But 
the matter in question need not be as it occurs in ordinary practice ; in 
the case in question it is the worshipping of the worshipped that forms the 
principal factor. 

As a matter of fact, therefore, thcd should be regarded as the prompter 
of Details which brings about the result ; and hence the objective of the 
Sacrifice (i.e. the Transcendental Result) is what should be regarded as the 
prompter of the Details. 

Further, in accordance with the Purvapahsa view, it becomes necessary 
to admit that the Deity has a material body and eats what is offered,— 
because no ‘ offering ’ or ‘ eating ’ can be possible for one who has no body 
or does not actually eat.^ — In support of this view, — ^that the Deity has a 
material body and eats what is offered, — ^it has been argued that there, are 
(a) Smrti-texts, (b) Custom, and (c) Indicative texts. — This however is not 
right ; because the Smrti is based upon Mantra and Athavada texts (of the 
Veda) ; it is a well-knovtu fact that the knowledge that is derived from Smftis 
is on the basis of Mantra and Arihavdda texts ; and we are going to show 
later on that the Mantra and Arthavada texts do not lend support to any 
such notion (as that ‘Deities have material bodies and eat the offerings’). 

Says the Opponent — “If the Mantra and Arthavada do not lend 
support to any such notion, then the /Smrti-texts in question cannot be 
based upon those Mantra and Arthavada texts 

Answer- — -The Mantra and Arihavdda texts afford a basis for the said 
declaratiDn in Smrtis only for those who look at the mere surface of those 
texts ; those however who look into the texts carefully find out that the 
notion is actually set aside by the texts. And yet the notion (obtained 
from a superficial study of the Mantra and Arthavada texts, even though 
set aside by their careful study) comes to be regarded .by some people as 
the basis for the Smfti-declaration. 

It is on this, same Smrti again that the Custom (adduced by the 
Pwrmpra/csw) is based. 

As regard -j the Indicative text (adduced by the Purvapaksin) — ‘ Jagrbhmd 
te daksinam indra hastam ’ (speaking of the ‘ right hand ’ of Indra), — it 
does not mean what it has been taken to mean — that ‘ Indra has got a right 
Hand what it means is that ‘ we have taken hold of what is Indra’ s right 
hand ’ ; hence this sentence does not afford the notion that Indra has hands. 
— “ If that is not so, then no such assertion is possible that ‘ we have taken 
hold of the hand ’ ; because this assertion clearly implies the existence of 
2 
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the hand, — ‘ the hand exists, which we have taken hold of ’.’’—This is not 
possible ; even though Indra may have a hand, yet the assertion that ‘ we 
have taken hold of the hand ’ does not pertain to a perceptible fact ; to this 
extent, the assertion i.s certainly an impossible one ; imder the circumstances, 
the assertion can only be taken either as an absurd statement or as a merely 
eulogistic declaration : — ^And this explanation is equally possible in or# 
view also. — ^It might be argued that “the aasertion has been made by a 
person who actually took hold of Indra' a hand”. — Our answer to that is 
that no such idea can be entertained; as that would imply that the Veda 
(as represented by the text in question) has had a beginning in time. — Nor 
can the text be taken as asserting that ‘ Some one took hold of Indra' a 
hands ’ ; as there can be no authority for such an assertion. — “ From this 
text itself we dedtice by implication that there was a person who took hold 
of the hand.” — ^That cannot be right ; because it is possible for untrue asser» 
tions also to be made ; as in the case of such ordinary assertions as ‘ Ten 
pomegranates’, ‘Six cakes’, and so forth. 

For one who holds the view that 'Indra has a material body’, the 
addressing of that deity by the term ‘ Irvdra ' can only be for the purpose of 
invoking him,— and the invoking can be only for speaking to him ; now 
any such speaking would be reasonable only when it had been ascertained 
that the Deity addressed is related to the speaker ; — as a matter of fact, 
however, it is not recognised by any means that the Deity addressed is so 
related ; and so long as this has not been recognised, the invoking must be 
useless. — “We recognise, on the basis of the text itself, that the Deity is 
invoked.” — ^It has been already explained that there can be no justification 
for the ass\immg of Hands and other limbs, if there is to be an assumption 
of unseen (transcendental) factors. — ^In fact, it cannot be definitely ascertained 
(from the words of the text) that the particular Deity is being invoked ; 
for the simple reason that there is no means available for ascertaining this. 
From this it follows that the words of invocation are not for the purpose of 
being addressed, but only for the pmpose of indicating (the Deity) ; — and 
under the other view also— that ‘ the Deity has no material body ’—the 
words would be regarded as serving the same purpose of indicating (the 
Deity).— Under the circumstances, the Vocative Ending would be taken as 
serving the i>urpose of eulogising ; the sense of the eulogy being — ‘The 
Deity is such an efficient instrument of accomplishing the desired result 
that it accomplishes it, on being invoked, in the same manner as beings 
endowed with intelligence (body and other things) ’. Thus it is by being 
treated as an intelligent being that the Deity {Indra) is invoked by means 
of a word with the Vocative Ending ; and having been indicated by means 
of the invoking word, the Deity is told ‘ we have taken hold , of your 
hand ’, — which only means ‘ we are dependent upon you ’ ; and this only 
serves the purpose of reminding xis that ‘ we should proceed to perform the 
rites in honour of this particular Deity, Indra ’. 

[As for the text that has been qvioted by the PurvapaTcHn on p. 138 
of the Text — ‘ Ime chit indra rodash, etc.’], — what this means is ‘ O Maghmcm, 
so praiseworthy is your fist that you liold within it the remote and 
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illinoitable Heaven, and Earth’ ; — and here what is eulogistically spoken of 
as the ‘ fist ’ does not really exist ; there is no proof for its existence. Then 
again, what the words of the Text also mean is, not that ‘ such a large fist 
is actually there’, hut that ‘if you had a fist it would be large that is, 

‘ You have a fist of a totally different kind and for a different purpose, — 
and even so that other fist of yours is large — -“ But praise is possible only 
through the mention of qualities that really exist.” — ^Not necessarily; 
because even one who is not possessed of human limbs (and faculties) is 
eulogised as possessed of human limbs (and faculties) ; for instance, in such 
texts as the following (a) ‘ jSie vadanbi shcUavat sahaaravat abhikrandanti 
haritSbhirmabhih vispingrdvdrmh svkrtah sukr^yayd hokishchit purve havi- 
radya-mdahata^ [where speech is attributed to atones]', — (6) ‘ Sukham 
raiham ywyuje sindhurashvinam ’ [where the river Sindhu is spoken of as 
having yoked the chariot]. — From all this it follows that the Vedic texts 
(quoted) do not necessarily lead to the presumption that Deities are like 
human beings. 

Similarly the other text quoted — ‘ Tuvigrlva indrah, etc.’’ — does not mean 
that ‘ Indra has a neck ’ ; what it means is that ‘ if Indra has a neck, it 
must be large ’ ; for the actual existence of the neck, there is no proof at all. 
Nor can the praise of the neck lead to the Presumption of its existence ; 
because, even without resembling human beings (in the possessing of a 
neck),’ it would be possible for the Deity to be eulogised as such. — Then again, 
in the same sentence there are the words—' Indro vrttrdni jighnate ’ ; — now 
when the term ‘ indrah ’ (as occurring here) has become connected with the 
two words here (‘ vrttrdni ’ and ^ jighnate ’), it cannot be construed with the 
other words ‘ tuvigrwah ’ and the rest ; as that would render it necessary 
for the words ^indrah’ to be taken twice — (1) '‘Indra should be regarded 
as tuvignva, with large neck and again (2) ‘ Indra kills the Vrttraa ’ ; and 
such a construction would involve a syntactical split ; and yet what we 
find in the Veda is a single complete sentence. This character of the 
sentence is preserved only if the character of ‘ having a large neck ’ and the 
rest is not taken as enjoined in reference to the Deity, and the said character 
is taken as mentioned only for the purposes of praise. 

Similarly, the sentence—' Andhaso made Idraho vi'ttrdiii hanti ’ — is 
only predicative of the Killing of Vrttra. 

The sentence ‘ Bdhu te indra romashau, aksl te indra pingaVe ’ also 
speaks only of Indra’ a arms as ‘ covered with hair ’ ; and of Indra’ s eyes 
being ‘ tawny — it says nothing regarding the arms and the eyes being 
actuall 3 i^ there in existence. 

There is a text wdiich speaks of the actual presence of the Eyes {of 
Indra) — ‘ Ohaksusmate ahrnvate te bravimi ’ [‘ I address you, who have eyes 
and who hear ’] ; — but this also is not meant to connect the Eyes (with 
Indra), but to connect the addressing with him ; — this is what is meant by 
the clause ‘ I address you who have Eyes ’ ; and here also it is for the 
. purpose of eulogising the Deity that the eyes are spoken of as if they were 
actually present. — ” How do you know this ? ” — We deduce this from the 
presence of the Dative Ending ; if we took the sentence as laying stress 
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upon, what is expressed by the basic noun (and not by the Dative Ending), 
then there would be a syntactical split, — as there would be two predications 
— (1) ‘ You have eyes and (2) ‘ I address you who have eyes . 

From all this it is clear that there is no indicatim least which points to 
the fact of Deities being like human beings. 

Nor is there any ‘ feeding ’ or ‘ eating ' in the ease of sacrifices ; .in fact, 
the Deity never eats; hence the argument* adduced (under Sfi. 6) that 
“ Feeding is for the sake of the Deity ” is not true. 

The ‘ Smrti ‘ Custom \ and ‘ Indicative texts ’ that have been put 
forward in support of the view that Deities actually eat the offerings,— are 
all refuted by the fact of the Deities having no material body. 

Further, if the offering were made to the Deity actually eating it, then 
the substance offered would diminish in quantity. — ^Nor is there any proof 
for the statement that “Deities partake only of the essence of the food,, 
like bees ” ; in the case of bees, we actually see that they take up the mere 
essence (of flowers) ; we' do not see any such thing in the ease of Deities. 
Hence we conclude that Deities do not eat the offerings. 

As for the statement that “ what has been offered to Deities becomes 
insipid ” (which has been cited as proof of the fact that the essence of the 
offering is eaten by them), — ^this does not affect our position ; as it is by reason 
of being exposed to the air, and of becoming cold, that the substance becomes 
insipid. 

Further, the Deityjioes not own any thing ; and not owning Anything, 
how could it give a^yrthing ?— It has been argued that— “there are (o) 
Smrti-texts, (h) Cxtstom, and (c) Indicative texts, which show that Deities 
do actually possess things — ^But that is not so ; because (o) as for the 
JSmrti-text, it has its source in Mantra and .Arthavdda texts, as already 
explained above. — (6) As regards the Custom of having such names as 
‘ the village of the Deities ’, ■ the field of the Deities % — all this is purely 
figurative ; as a matter of fact, anything can be said to be possessed by one 
only when he has the power to make such use of the thing as he likes ; and 
Deities certainly have not the power to make such use of the village or the 
field as they like. — Prom this it also follows that the Deity cannot give any- 
thing ; all that happens is that when the worshippers of the Deity have 
made an offering to it, out of this act of offering there comes prosperity 
to those worshippers. 

It has been argued that— “ there axe texts indicative of the fact that 
Deities own things, — ‘ Indro diva indra ishe ’ (which speaks of the Heaven 
as being possessed by Indra), and so forth ”. — But when we .actually see 
that Deities do not possess anything, we conclude that all such statements are 
purely figurative. — Says the Opponent — “It is on the authority of Vedic 
declarations that we hold that Deities possess things ; and from the well- 
known fact of Temple-priests making use of various things we' conclude 
that such use is according to the wish of the Deities ”. — ^Thisis not right ; what 
is vouched for by direct Perception is that the things are used according 
to the wish of the Temple-priests themselves (and not of the Deities) ; — 
this fact cannot be got rid of, — ^In fact, even those who speak of the Deities 
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as possessing the things, 'do not deny the will of the Priests (as determining 
the actual using of the thingps) ; in fact, they themselves say that ‘the 
Deity does as the attendant priests wish’ ; and that person who follows 
the will of another and who cannot make use of the things according to his 
own wish cannot be the owner of those things. — ^Lastly, the text in question 
' cannot be taken as a Direct Assertion (of a fact) ; in fact, on account of its 
speaking of the Present time, and by reason of its stating what is contrary 
to perceived facts, it has to be taken as a purely eulogistic declaration ; 
and so long as the text can be taken as purely eulogistic, it cannot justify 
the statement that “on the strength of Direct Assertion, Deities should be 
regarded as possessing things 

Lastly, it is not a fact that the Deity unites people with the fruit of 
their acts, — ^for the sake of which they would worship it. — As regards (a) 
the Smrti, (b) Otistom, and (c) Indicative texts that have been put forward 
in support of the view that Deities are pleased and reward (the performer), — 
we have already answered the ‘ Smrti-teaet ’ and the ‘ Cmtom As regards 
the Indicative text — ‘ Pleased with him, the Deities reward liim with 
wealth and strength — this also does not lend support to the Opponent’s 
view ; as this text occurs in connection with an entirely different injunction, 
which lays down that ‘ one should avoid passing by the right ’.-—Similarly; 
the text — ‘ Being satisfied, Indra endows him with cattle and offspring 
— all that this lays down is the offering to Cndra. 

From all this we conclude that the Deity is not the prompter of any 
sacrificial detail. 

SUTRA (10). 

In the case oe the Guest, he is the PBiNciPAii eactob, as ms 

SATISFACTION IS THE MAIN CONSIDERATION ; IT IS NOT SO IN 
THE CASE OF THE SaCBIFICIAL ACT. 

JBMsya. 

It has been argued (midor Su. 6) that the case in question is like tliat ! 
of ‘ guests This remains to be refuted. 

What is done for the Guest must be regarded as prompted by the Guest ; 
because in the honouring of guests, what is enjoined is that the guests should 
be pleased ; the injunction being that ‘ the Guest is to be treated in such a 
manner as to please liim, — Gifts may be made to him, or he should bo fed, — 
whatever else he wants should be done, — he shotild not be forced to do 
what he does not wish to do ’. — ^In the case of the Sacrifiekd Act, however, 
there is no such injimction of pleasing (the Deity). — ^Hence there is no 
analogy between the case of Quests and that of the Sacrificial Act. 



Adhikaeana (6) : ^ Substance \ ‘ Nmriber ‘ Reason \ ami 

^ Aggregate^ are not prompters of details. 

SUTRA (11). 

[BOrvapaksa continued } “ ‘ Substance ‘ Number ‘ Reason 
AND ‘Aggregate’ also [should be regarded as the 

PROMPTER OE DETAILS] ; BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE 

OF Direct Assertion.” 

Bhasya. 

(a) In connection with the Darsha-Purnmnasa we have the text — 
‘ Sprinkles the Vrihi-corns ’ ; — (6) in connection with the same (sprinkling) 
there is the mantra ; ‘ There are three. Paridhis and three Fml-pieces ’ ; — 
(c) in connection with the same sacrifices, we have the text ‘One should 
approach the Paurnaniasi with the GJiaturJwtr -mantra, and the Amdvasya, 
with the Panchahotr-manira ’ : — (d) in connection with the Varuijapraglmsa, 
forming part of the Chdtunndsya sacrifices, there is the text — ‘ Offers the 
oblation with the winnowing-basket, because food is prepared by its means 
— [In (a) the act of Sprinkling is mentioned along with the particular substance 
‘ Fri^i-com ’ in (6) the act is spoken of along with the particular number, 
‘ three ’ ; — in (c) the act is spoken of in connection with the two aggregates 
or sets of sacrifices that go to make up the ‘ Punwmdsa ’ and ‘ Amdvdsyd 
sacrifices; — in (d) the act is mentioned along with a Reason, ‘ because food 
is prepared by its means ’]. * 

In regard to all this, there arises the question — Are the acts of 
(a) Sprinkling, {h) Reciting of die particular mantra, (c) the Approaching 
of the Paurmmdm and the Amdvdsyd, and (d) the Offering of the oblation 
with the toinnowing-basket, to be taken as prompted' (respectively) by {a) the 
Substance (Vrilii-cora), (&) the Number (Three), (c) the Aggregates (or tw;o 
sets of sacrifices), and (d) the Reason (‘ because food is prepared by means 
of it ’) ? — Or are they prompted by particular Transcendental Results ? 

. On this question, the Furvapaksa view is as follows : — “ The various 
acts are to be taken as prompted by the Substance and the rest. — (a) In 
the case of the text ‘Sprinkles the Friftt-corns through Context, the act 
should be regarded as prompted by the Transcendental Result, while through 
Syntactical Connection, it should be regarded as prompted by the Svbslance 
( Vrihi-com) ; in fact, the Sprinkling has been mentioned along with the 
substance ; and even then there is the further indication that the Accusative 
Ending in the term denoting the substance {'vtihin^) clearly signifies that 
the act of spr inkling is prompted by the Substance. — (6) Similarly in the 
case of the text, ‘ Three Paridhis, etc.’, it is understood to mean that what 
is denoted by the term ‘ three ’ should be uttered, on the strength of the 
mantra-text ; — and it is a particular number {three) that is denoted by the 
term ‘tliree’, — and this number is denoted by the term by Direct 
Denotation ; on the other hand, if we referred it to the Transcendental 
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Result connected with it, it would involve recourse to Indirect Indication, — 
as in that case the sense would be that ‘as many the Paridhis so many 
should be spolven of \—-{c) Similarly, in the case of the text ‘ offers the 
oblation witli the winnowing-basket Syntactical Connection connects the 
act with the iJeason.— How so ?— Because what the text means is tliat 
' becmise food is prepared by its .means therefore the thing should bo con* 
neeted with the offering of the oblation’, and thus it lays down, in 
connection with the offering of the oblation, an article which is used in the, 
preparation of food. It is only through Context that the act could be 
taken as prompted by the Transcendental Result ; the meaning of the 
text in this case would be — ‘Because tliis oblation brings about the 
Transcendental Result, therefore it should be offered with the Winnowing- 
Basket In all cases Syntactical Connection is more authoritative than 
Context ; and hence in the present case, the Context should be set aside. 
The advantage in this case is that the text comes to mean that ‘ the 
oblation should be offei'ed with any articles — the Dam, the Pithara and 
the rest — tliat are usetl in the preparing of food ’ ; and in this manner 
the ‘ preparing of food ’ becomes specially effective. — ^Against this, the 
followmg objection may be raised — ‘ Under Discourse I {Padd, ii, Sutra 26 
et seq.), it has been declared that the sentence in question (‘Because food 
is prepared by its means ’) is not to be taken as laying down a reason, and 
that it is to be taken merely as a commendation of the Winnowing -Basket*. 
—The answer to this is that it is true that it has been so declared ; but it 
is only after the act in question has been proved to be prompted by the 
Transcendental Result that the text can be taken as purely commendatory, 
on the ground that the same sentence cannot contain the injunction of the 
Winnowing-Basket for the offering of the oblation, as well as the statement 
of a Reason. [And it is still to be proved that the act is prompted by the 
Transcendental Result]. — (d) In the case of the text — ‘ One should approach 
the Paurnamasi with the Chaturhotr and the Amdvdsya, with the Panchahotr ’, 
— inasmuch as the act is spoken of along with the Aggregates (of sacrifices), 
it should be regarded, through tlus Syntactical Connection, as prompted by 
those Aggregates ; and this sets aside the notion of its being prompted by 
the Transcendental Result, which notion could bo based upon the indirect 
indication of the Transcendental Result, through Context. — From all this it 
follows that the acts in question are to bo taken as prompted by the 
Svbstance, the Number, the Reason and the Aggregate.** 

S0TRA ( 12 ). 

[PuBVAPAKSA conclndedl — “ In the event of Details being 

FBOMPTED BY THE PURPOSE (TRANSCENDENTAL ReSULT), 
THEBE COULD BE NO RESTBICTION THROUGH 
SUBSTANCE.” 

Bhd^a. 

“ If Details like those in. question were prompted by the Transcendental 
Result, then, there could be no restriction—oi details — through substance. 
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For instance, we have the text — ‘One should satisfy Mitra-Vaniria, with 
with flour, — ^Bffiriyojana, vnth fried graifw,— Shnkra, with 
goia,— Patnivata, with Clarified Butter ’ j if this meant that Mitra-Vani^a is 
to be satisfied with milk because that Deity is connected with the Trans- 
cendental Result of the nxain sacrifice, — ^then, on the same ground of all 
other Deities, Indra-Vayu and the rest, being connected with the Trans- 
cendental Result of the ro^un sacrifice, — they would all have to be satisfied 
ufiffi milk ; and in this way all the substances might be used in connected 
with all the Cups (dedicated to all the Deities) ; and under the circumstances, 
there could be no sense in the restriction (in the above-quoted text) of 
substances ia reference to Mitra-Varuna and other Deities. — From this also 
it follows that the SprinMing and other Details are prompted by the 
Substance (Number, Reason, and Aggregate).” 

SUTRA (13). 

[SiDDHiNTA] — I n. BEAUTY, THE PUBPOSE SHOULD BE BEGABDED AS THE 

PBOMPTEE OF THESE (DETAILS) ; AS THE OTHEES HAVE NOT BEEN 
ENJOINED, AND THEY ABE SUBSERVIENT TO THE 
SAID PUKPOSB. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘vd’ (‘in reaUty •) implies the rejection of the Purvapahsa 
view. 

The Details in question cannot be taken as prompted by Substance 
and the rest; — ^because it is the ‘‘Purpose ’ that is the prompter of these 
details. By ‘ purpose ’ here we mean the Transcendental Result ; all the 
Details are subservient to this Transcendental Result ; because it is this 
Result that has been declared to be what should he accomplished ; — and that 
which, has been declared to be what should be accomplished is what is con- 
nected with the details of procedure.^ — ^As for the others — Substance, Number, 
Reason, and Aggregate, — ^these have not been enjoined "as to be accomplish- 
ed ; — in fact, they have been enjoined os auhservieni to the Purpose ; i.e. they 
have been mentioned only as subservient to the Purpose, — ^the Transcendental 
Result. — “ What if it is so ? ” — ^Well, if it is so, then, inasmuch as these 
have not been enjoined as to be accomplished, they cannot be connected with 
the Details of Procedure. 

Says the Opponent — “ As a matter of fact, the Details in question have 
been mentioned along with the Vrihi-com and other things, and they must 
be connected with these latter; — ^then again, the Accusative Ending (in 
‘ Vrihin') clearly shows that the particular Detail {Sprinkling) is prompted 
by the Substance {Vrihi), — and the same ending (in ‘ Paunvzmdsln’) shows 
that the particular detail (Mantra-reciting) is prompted by the Aggregate 
(of sacrifices) ; — and in the case of the other two texts, the fact of the 
particular details being prompted by Number (in the case of the text ‘ Three 
Paridhis, etc. ’) and by Reason (in the case of the text ‘ Offers the oblation 
withrthe Wmnowing-Basket ’) is ascertained by means of Indicative Texts 
and of Syntactical Connection.” 
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Wo say — ^No ; because if this were so, then a Result would have to be 
assumed. 

From all this it follows that the Details in question, are prompted by 
the Transcendental Result. 

Objection — “ But even so, the exact form of this Transcendental Result 
will have to be assumed.” 

True, it has to be assuihed ; but this can be done by connecting it 
syntactically with the subject-matter of the Context. In your view, on 
the other hand, the Syntactical Connection would have to be with a declara- 
tion of Results, which does not occur in the Context at all. 

“But, Context c&nnot set aside either Syntactical Connection or Direct 
Assertion."'' 

True, it cannot set aside these. But the reason why your view has to 
bo rejected is that there is no fruit of the action in that case ; so that your 
interpretation being found to be impossible on the ground of uselessness, 
the Sprinklmg and other Details would conae to be enjoined, without any 
obstruction, by the passage laying down the entire procedure occurring in 
the same Context. 

■“ Even though the Detail is connected wdth the Transcendental Result, 
it comes to be prompted by the same substance, Fnfei (and Number, Reason, 
and Aggregate) ; so that what is it that is being urged ? ” 

What if that be so ? 

“If that is so, then the connection of the Substance, Number, Reason, 
&.xxA Aggregate does not become ignored, and yet no Result has got to be 
assumed.” 

Our answ^er to this is as follows :■ — ^What you propose is not possible ; 
because in the sentence ‘ Sprinkles the Vrlhi-corns ’, what is directly denoted is 
the genus ‘ Vrlhi-corn ", — and it is spoken of, either for the purpose of 
(indirectly) indicating the particular Vnhi-com, or for indicating a particular 
means of accomiilishing the Transcendental Result ; its purpose would 
be served by the indication of either one of these two things ;• and hence, 
it cannot, bo taken as indicating both. If, however, it be taken as indicating 
the particular substance {Vrihi-corn), then, in the first place, theire is this 
dilliculty of having recourse to iridirect indication, and (in the other case) 
there is the necessity of having to assume a distinct Result. In view of these 
two difiiiculties it becomes established that the genus (‘ "Vrlhi-corn ") has 
boon mentioned only for the purpose of pointing out a particular means of 
accomplisliiiig the Transcendental Result. And what is that means as 
characterised by the genus ‘ Vrlhi " ? That means is that the siibsta.nce 
out of which Rico is obtained should be sprinkled ; so that what renders 
the thing the efficient means (of accomplishing the Result) is, not its being 
. a substance, but, its being a thing out of which Rice is produced. 

This same reasoning may be applied to the case of Number (Rea.son, 
and Aggregate) also. 

From all - tins it follows that the Sprinkling and other betails are 
jirompted by the Transcendental Result. 
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. SOTEA (14). 

{Answer to Su. 12]--THBitB WOTOB be eistsictioh oh' the basis 

OF THE TBAHSOENDBOTAL RESXILT ITSELF. 

BM^a. 

It has been argued above (under Su. 12) that-^" in the event of Details 
being prompted by the Transeendental Result, there coiild be no restriction 
through substance ”. The answer to that is as follows : — The requisite res- 
triction would be secured on. the basis of the fact that (as explained above) 
the Genus (mentioned) serves the purpose of indicating a particular meam 
(of aeconaplishing the' particular Transeendental Result); so that, in 
connection with the T^aiiaoendental l^lestilt that is accomplished by the 
offering to Mitra-Varuna, th.Q offering would be of MUk; and, yet this 
particular Transeendental Result would not be accomplished by the offering 
to Indra-Vayu; hence the details of this latter offering to Jmfm-Fdyw 
could not be admitted on the basis of the Transcendental Result accom- 
piished by the offering to Jlfiim-Famno ; becaxise the offering to Indra- 
Vayu is an entirely distinct act leading to an entirely different Transcendental 
Result. — Thus it is. that the requisite restriction would be secured on the 
basis of the Transcendental' Besidt. 

. S0TRA (15). 

If the Details 'wbeb peompted by ‘Shbstanob’ and the eest, 

THEN IT WOULD APPEETAIN TO THE THINGS UNDER ALL 
CIECUMSTANfiES. 

Bhdsya. 

For one who liolds that the Sprinkling and other Details are prompted by 
Substance (Number, Reason, and Aggregate), a particular detail would have 
to be adopted under all circumstances ; that is, for instance, the Sprinkling 
would have to be done even to those Vnhi-coms that are cooked for ordinary 
food ; and yet this cannot be admitted even by you (the Fwrvapak»m). 
Thus this is a serious objection against the Pwrvapaksa view. 

SUTRA (16). 

“It would APPERTAIN TO ONLY THAT WHICH IS BELATED TO THE 

Context ”, — if this is urged [then the answer is as 
GIVEN in the next SflTEA]. 

Bhdsya. 

The Opponent might argue thus — “ You have urged that the Detail 
would come to appertain to the thing under all circumstances, — But in 
reality, it would appertain to that only which is related to the particular 
Context ; so that the Context would be duly preserved and the contingency 
of the Detail pertaining to, the, thing under all circumstances would be 
avoided.” 
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StTRA (17). 

That cannot be; as sttoh is not the declaration op 
THE VbDIO text. 

. BMaya. 

What has been suggested is not possible ; because the declaration 
contained in the Vedic text is not to the effect that ‘ The Vrlhi-corns related 
to the Context should be prepared and sprinkled 

“ But this is what is deduced in view of the preservation of the 
Context.” 

We say — No. When the Context has been set aside by Syntactical 
Connection, it dare not restrict the admission of Details.*— Even if the 
Context be not set aside, it does not possess the capacity to restrict the 
details. In fact, what is enjoined as to be done m something that should be 
dons, — and not that \yhieh should be done only as related to some qualifying 
factor. Hence the Preparation or the Sprinkling that is enjoined is not 
only for such Vrihi-corns as are connected with the particular sacrifice (in 
whose Context the injunctive text occurs). 

StJTRA (18). 

“ It would be due to occasion ”, ie this is urged [then the 
answer would be as in the next 8 utra \. 

BMsya. 

“ If you think that the Context cannot specify the Viihi-corns (to be 
sprinkled), — all right ; it would be due to the occasion ; i.e. the Adhvaryu 
priest would be able to judge from the occasion that ‘ tiiis corn is meant 
to be cooked for food, and that is for the purposes of offering ’, and would 
then proceed to sprinkle that alone which is meant for being offered.” 

SUTRA (19). 

When they are all equal, ‘ Occasion ’ cannot serve the purpose 

(of specifying) ; — no relationship has been enjoined ; 

IN FACT, THE RELATIONSHIP (LAID DOWN) IS BETWEEN THE 
PURPOSE OF THE SACRIFICE AND THE ' VrIHI-CORNS 
STANDING QUITE APART. FOR THESE REASONS, 

IT IS THE ‘ Objective of the sacrifice ’ [that 

SHOULD BE REGARDED AS THE PROMPTER OF 
THE DETAILS). 

BM§ya. 

All Vrlhi-corns — ^those for food and those for offering — are equal ; 
there are no such as are specifically meant for being offered. — “ But those 
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tl at have prepared ^re MDeant for being offered — ^TMs would be true, 
and would remove the ineoK^uity in so far as it related to the Sprinkling 
and othw subsequent details ; but it would still remain in force in regard 
to the Prt^amtMn itself. Because as regards the Preparation, there are no 
corns mentioned in the same Context; as a matter of fact, the relationship 
laid down is between the Fnhi-coms standing quite apart (in a different 
context) and pur^m of the Sacrifice \ in the shape of Preparation.-- 
“ How so ? ’’—^This is clear fron\ the following text— ‘ Apareim garhapatyam 
prdgfi^m ano'vasthitam bJuimti, tasya daksinam chakram druhydnaso''dhi 
nirmpaii' [* Behind the Odrhaptttya Pire, slightly to the east, there is the 
Cart, ascending the right wheel of this Oa,rt, he prepares the corns ’]. 

Thus the objeotion (urged^ in Su. 16) still remains— that, according 
to the Purvapakpa view, the Detail would appertain to the thing under 
all circumstances. Hence for reasons already stated before (under Sutras 
13 and 14), we conclude that the Sprw$sling and other Details are prompted 
by the Transcendental Result. 



Adhikarana (7) : At the Agnistoma, the ‘ silence ’ is 
prompted by the ^Previous Factors \ 

SUTRA {20). 

[Siddhanta]— The ‘ sn.ENCE beino belated to the position, 

SHOULD APPERTAIN TO THOSE (SUBSIDIABY TRANSCENDENTAL 

Results), — because of the declaration of the 
Veda,— AND because it subsists in that, 

BMsya. 

In conneetion with the Jyotistoma, we read—' Tsara vd esrl yajHasya, 
iasmdd yathinchit prdcMrmimgnlsomlyat tena updmshu charanti’’ [‘This is 
the Sly Tactics of the sacrifice, hence whatever is prior to the Agmsomlya, 
at thai they act in silence ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — -Is the ‘ silence ’ pronipted 
by (due to) all those (subsidiary) acts that are prior to, the Agnisormya 
offering ? Or by the Final Transcendental Result (of the main Jyotisioma) ? 

On this question, the apparent is as follows: — This detail 
(‘ silence ’ ), which ia related to the position, is prompted by all those subsidiary 
Transcendental Results (of the subsidiary acts) preceding the Agniaorniya- 
offering, which help the Final Result directly, — and also by that (Trans- 
cendental Result) which brings about the embellishment of the principal 
substanc^g offered. — “How is that 1 Because of the declaration of the 
Veda', i.e. the Vedic text connects, with the particular detail in question, 
only those factors which have been indicated as being within well-defined 
bounds of space [viz. : ‘prior to the Agmaomiya’I, — the clear meaning of 
the text being that ‘ they act in silence in connection with those factors 
that happen to be in the said position (prior to the Agnlscrmiya) ’. 

Says the Opponent — “ But the use of the particiilar detail in question is 
indicated by Syntactical Connection, not by the Direct Decimation of the 
text.” 

We do not say that it is not indicated by Syntactical Connection ; what 
we mean is that it is syntactically connected with what is directly asserted, 
not with, either what is pointed out by the Context, or with what is 
indirectly indicated, or with what is assumed. 

The Opponent argues — “ We admit that the Detail in question is related 
to the subsidiary Transeemiental Results ; hut we do not admit that it is 
related also to that Transcendental Result which brings about the embellish- 
ment of the principal substance. — * Whicli is that ? ’ — It is that which brings 
about the embellishment of the principal substance and exists at the previous 
place.” 

Our answer to this is as follows Becattse it svhsists m that ; — that 
is, because it — i.e. Transcendental Results like the subsidiary ones — subsists 
in that — i.e. in the prior position. — ^There iS a hymn called the ‘ Somapari- 
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vahanlya \ from wMch it is clear that the 'Traiiscenden.tal Result is related 
to the Position. 

There is another text ^^ — ' P^wMtah pran^an vadmm tfochchhaii idm 
saha haviakrtd visrjati' [‘When going to fetch the vessels, he 

restrains his speech, — ^he unchains it in the company of the Preparae of the 
Sacrificial pHermg ’] ; — ^here also the ‘ speech-restraint’ is a detail related 
to those factors that are in the particular position (prior to the Fetching of 
the PratiUa Fesaefe),— and not to the Final Transcendental Result.— 
Exactly the same is the case with the ‘ silence ’ that we are discussing. 

mruA ( 21 ). . 

{The Purvapaksin objects to the SiMhmial — “Bur it shotob 

AFPEETAUSf iPO THE pFlNAL TbAHSCENDSNTAL ReSXTLT OF THDS] 
SaCEIFICE ; BECAUSE IT IS CONNECrpiD WSm. 

THAT.’’ 

Bha^a. 

The term ‘w* (‘but’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

“It is not trup that the ‘sileaoe’ appertains to those factc«ps that 
are related to that position. — ‘ To what then does it appertain ? ’ — It should 
appertain to the Final Transcendental Result.— ‘ Why so ? ’ — Became U is 
oonmctsd ivUh that ; there is connection with that, — i^e. with the Sacrifice — 
spoken of in the sraitenoe — ‘ Trnrd vd etad yafhasya yat prdchinam agnh 
pomiytSt ’ j wMoh is to be construed as ‘ Yafhasya yat prachinam ’ 
(‘that which is prior to the sacsrifice’), — and not as ^Tsard ygfnasya'’ 
(‘ It is ihe Tflom of the sacadfioe ’ ). — ‘ Why so ? ’ — ^Because if the word 
* Tajhasya’ qualifies (and is taken along with) " prachinam^ (‘what is 
prior’), then it becomes a part and parcel of the injunctive word; and 
thereby becomes conducive to a particular activity. In the otixer eon- 
struetion, it becomes part of a commendatory statement and as such, serves 
no useful purpose, because ‘a mepre statement serves no useful purpose’ 
(as declared under Sutra 1. 2. 19).— Then again, the term *prdchlna'’ 
{‘prior’) directly denotes a particular portion of the sacrifice, and it is 
only indirectly that it indicates the sacrificial details; and when there is 
a conflict between Direct Denotation and Indirect Indication, it is the 
Direct Denotation that should be accepted. From this it follows that the 
detail in question appertains to the prioT position i — ^it is with this that it 
is connected through Direct Assertion, — ^not with the factors appearing at 
that prior position ; as with these latter, its connection could be based 
only upon Indirect Indication. — ^In fact, even if the word ‘ Yajhasya ’ 
were part of a purely commendatory statement, even so it would be the 
Prior Position that would be connected with the Detail in question ; by 
Direct Assertion ; and the factors occurring at the prior position would, 
even in that case, be connected only by Indirect Indication. Hence the 
-only right view to take is that the detail in question is prompted by the 
main sacrifice (i.e. the Final Transcendental Result). — Lastly, the help 
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rendered (by the detail) to the Final Transcendental Result is directly 
perceptible : viz. ; if the performer performs all that goes prior to the Aijnl- 
somiya, in silence — ^i.e. with slow effort, — he does not become fatigued and 
hence performs the various rites of*'the Sutyd Day with comparative ease. — 
From aU this it follows that the Detail in question is prompted by the 
Final Transcendental Result.” 

SUTBA (22). 

[Purvapalcsin^s argument emdinued] — “It is thus too that the 

• DBSCKIPTION BECOMES APPLICABLE.” 

Bhasya. 

“As a matter of fact, the description contained in the sentence— 

‘ Tsard vd esg, yajnasya yai prdchinamagnisoniiydt ’’ — is applicable only to 
the one factor that occupies the entire space [i.e. the main sacrifice] ; — 
‘ tsard ’ means sly ionics ; the meaning of the text therefore is — ‘ Just as, 
when the Bird-Catcher proceeds to catch a bird, he adopts the sly tactics, 
stepping slowly, fixing his eyes upon the bird, and making no noise, — all 
with the intention of taking the bird unawares. — in the same manner, in 
the case in question, with a view to take the sacrifice tmawares, one should 
adopt silence ’ ; — And as in the case of the Bird-Catcher, the place where he 
steps slowly is not for the sake of that Place, but for the sake of catching 
the Bird sitting at that place, — similarly in the ease in question, the silence 
is adopted, not for the sake of the factors occupying the place in question, 
but for the .sake of the (main) sacrifice that occupies the whole place.- — 
If one takes the term ‘ isard ’ (sly tactics) as qualifying the sacrijice, 
him the commendatory statement — ‘ Tsard esd yajnasya \ — -all the more 
cleaxly indicates tliat the Detail is prompted by the Final Transcendental 
Result ; — the meaning being — As the Sly Tactics is to the Bird, so is 
Silence to the Sacrifice 

SOTRAS (23-24). 

[Purvapdksa argument concluded] — “ If it be urged that — 
‘ What has been explained in regard to 'ihe text 

SPEAKING OF THE PBARITi-VESSiX SUPPORTS THE 
SiDDHANTA VIEW — THEN THE ANSWER IS THAT 
THAT IS NOT SO ; BECAUSE THE SaORIFICB IS 
NOT MENTIONED THERE AT ALL.” 

Bhdsya, 

“It has been argued (under Su. 20) that ‘What has been explained 
in r45gard to the text speaking of the Pranita-Vessd, etc. etc.’; — and 
tiiis has to be refuted, — (which is done in Su. 24) : — ^It is not right tliat ‘ the 
Detail should appertain to the factors occupying that place, and not to the 
Final Transcendental Result’; because in the -sentence qxroted (speaking 
of speech being unchained when going to fetch the Pmnf/a-vessels), the 
connection of the ‘ speech-restraint ’ does not imply any connection between 
the said factors and any parts of the sacrifice ;r— for the simple reason that 
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tJie Sacrifice is not mentioned there at all ; i.e. the correlative term ‘ sacrifice ’ 
is not foimd in the sentence quoted. — ‘ But it has been just pointed out 
that it is while performing the sacrifice that the Adhvaryii and the Sacrificer 
restrain their speech ’.—Our answer to this is tliat the same would hold 
good also in the case of the detail pertaining to the sacrifice • occupying 
the entire space. — ‘ How so ? ’ — ^The two men restrain their speech for the 
purpose of spreading out the sacrifice ; and while they are restraining their 
speech, and their nunds are not distracted, they, would perform the various 
items without committing mistakes; so that not a .single item, or part of 
an item, becomes omitted ; — on account of his speech being restrained, the 
Adhvaryu will have his mind concentrated on the work and will, therefore, 
not commit any mistakes ha regard to any item of the performance ; the 
Sacrificer also, with his speech restrained, will have his mind not distracted 
by anything else, and will thus be able to apprise the priest if the latter- 
happen to make any mistakes. As for the Sacrifice, it is spread out by 
means of its subsidiaries coming in uninterruptedly; and the Sacrifice is 
not spread out by ‘speech-restraint’ through, its own parts and sub- 
sidiaries, if it is done at the time alone. In fact, the Sacrifice, by itself, 
is not connected with the ‘ spreading out Hence what has been urged 
is possible also if the Detail is prompted by the subsidiaries ; the sense 
being that ‘ When the Adhvaryii and the Sacrificer restrain their speech, 
they become like Prajapati and then proceed with the Sacrifice (as Prajapati 
proceeds with creation) ; so that they do it for this visible purpose— not for 
any invisible (transcenidental) purpose’; this is what follows from the use 
’ of the Present .Tense — ‘ Just as we know that the Sacrifice is duly performed 
by means of the restraining of speech 

SUTRA 

{BiddhdnZirds answer to the Purvapaksa arguments] — In rIaiaty, 
THE Detail should appertain to the factors ocjoupyino 

THE SAID POSITION ; BECAUSE NO ACGBEQATE HAS 
BEEN ENJOINED. 

Bkdsya. 

This Sutra takes up the thread of the Siddhanta set forth above (under 
Su. 20) and answers the arguments put forward by the Purvapaksi/n in the 
intervening Sutras. 

The term ‘m’ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the view just 
set forth. It is not right to regard * Silence ’ as prompted by the Final 
Transcendental Result ; in fact, it is clear that it is prompted by all those 
factors that are ‘prior to the AgtmotnAya-offering\~-‘*'Why ? ” — Becfisise no 
aggregate has been enjoined ; by ‘ aggregate ’ here we mean the whole set. 
of the repeated sacrificial offerings with the ‘ Cups ’ ; and there is no 
injunction to the effect that any part of that ‘ aggregate ’ is to be connected 
with ‘ Silence ’ ; because the sentence is not to be construed as ‘ Yajnasya 
yat prdchmam ’ that which is prior to the Sacrifice ’], it is to bo construed 
as ‘ tacerd esd yajnasya ’ [‘ This the sly tactics for the Sacrifice ’]. — “ Why 
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so ? rBecaiise the term ‘ tasmat ’ (‘ therefor© ’) comes between (the terms 
‘ yajnasya ’ and ‘ prdchinam ’ ) [which two therefore cannot be construed 
together]. 

But even if the ‘Sacrifice’ were connected with ‘prior’, — ^then too 
the Siknce could hot be regarded as prompted by the Final Transcendental 
Result, Because the term ‘yat^ (in the text ^ yatkinchit, etc.’) does not 
stand for the Place (or Position) ; what it stands for are the factors occupying 
the Position ; if it had stood for the Position itself, then the form of the ex- 
piression shordd have been ‘ Y(U prachinam agnlsomiydt ’ (‘ That whdch is prior 
to the Agniaotmya^), and not yatMUchit, etc. ’ {^whatever is prior to the 
Agmsomlya ’) ; because the latter form is used when repetition is intended, 
and there is repetition only when there are several factors concerned, not 
when there is only one ; and the Position is one only, while the Factors 
occupying the Position are several; — ^from which it follows that the 
‘ Silence ’ is connected with these Factors, not with the Position. — “ But 
how do you know that Bepetition is meant ?” — It is clearly indicated by 
the expression ‘ yatkinchit \ — “ But the term ‘ Kim ’ (in ‘ Kinchit ’ meaning 
what) implies ignQrance — Clertaialy the particular details (of the several 
factors in the Sacrifice) are not known, and it is these that are indicated 
as meant to he known ; and it is only when there are several factors that, 
there are general and particular details. From aU this it is clear that it is 
the Factors occupying the said Position that are indicated by the Bepetition 
(expressed by '' yatkinchit ''), — ^and it is these factors that are connected 
with Silence. 

The Opponent raises a fresh objection — “ In connection with the 
Dik^aniya and other subddiary sacrifices of the Jyotistoma, there has been 
enjoined a characteristic detail different from ‘ Silence in the following 
text — ‘ Ydvatyd vdcha kdmayeta tavatyd diksanlydydmanuhruydt prdyaniyd- 
ydm ma'ndrataramdtiihydydmupdmshupasatsu ’ [where we have several 
ternxs, high, slightly lower and so forth laid down] ; under the circumstances, 
how could ‘ Silence ’ alone be adopted at these [as it should be, in 
accordance with the Siddhdnta view] ? ” 

Arntoer — ^That characteristic detail which is laid down in the text 
just quoted would apply to cases where the Diksaniyd and other sacrifices 
form the principal sacrifice ; because these sacrifices are spoken of along 
with the term ‘principal’; so that the ‘silence’ would come in those 
performances of these sacrifices where they do not form the principal 
sacrifice ; because of the general injunction (that ‘ silence ’ is to be 
observed in all that comes prior to the Agnisomiya). 

The purpose served by the present discussion is as foUowa : — At the 
Kundapdyindmayana, performances laid down in such texts as ‘ They offer 
the Agnihotra ior a month’ come ‘prior to the Agnisomiya^ ; and if the 
Purvapaksa were accepted, then these would have to be connected with 
‘ Silence ’ ; while they would not be so connected, if the Siddhdnta view 
were accepted. 


3 



Adhikabana (8): In connection with the laying of the 
Fire-altar, the ‘ stirring ’ of the Fire should he done 
only once, 

SUTRA (26). 

[PffBVAPAKSA]— “ BEINQ AN ACCESSORY OE THE ‘ FiBE IT , SHOULI) 
BE REPEATED WITH EACH BlHCK ; BECAUSE IT IS A 
COLLECTION, LIKE THE ‘ PaTJBNAMASI 

BJidsya. 

There is the rite of ‘ Fire-laying ’ (setting up of the Fire-altar) laid down 
in the Text.-—' Fa evamvidvan agmm chimUe ’ [‘ Knowing this, one lays 
the Fire ’] ; in connection with that same Rite, the following is laid down—- 
* HiraV'yasMhalasahmreyugnim proksati, Dadhnd madhumwhrei^Mgnim proks'ati, 
VetasasMJchayd uvakdbhishchdgnim viprakargati, Mafidukendgnim mprahar- 
§ati ’ [(a) ‘ Sprinkles the Fire with a thotosand gold-pieces — [b) ‘ Sprinkles 
the Fhe with Ctnds mixed with honey — (c) ‘ Stirs the Fire with a Yetasa- 
atick and with 'the Amiiia-siic&s ’, — (d) ‘Stirs the. Fire with the frog’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the following question — [When the Fire- 
altar is being set up] are the stirring and the sprinkling to be done to each 
Brick (in the altar) ? Or, are they to be done only once for all ? 

The poiat to be considered first is — Does the word ‘ Fire ’ (in the text 
quoted) stand for the collection of Bricks ? Or for some other substance 
{whole in itself) ? For, if it stands for the coUecLion of Bricks, then, inas- 
much as there would be no ground for singling out any owe brick to 
which the stirring and the sprinkling could be done, they would have to 
be done to every one of the bricks ; if, on the other hand, the term ‘ Fire ’ 
stands for something (an entire whole) different from the (individual) Bricks, 
then, they would be done only once. 

On the main question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ The 
Stirring and the Sprinkling should be done to every one of the Bricks.: — 
‘ Why ? ’ — Because the term ‘ Fire ’ stands for the collection (of Bricks). — 
‘ How is that deduced ? ’■ — It is deduced from the fact that there is no other 
substance ; there is absolutely no other substance which could be taken to ^be 
denoted by the term ‘ Fire ’ ; so that (if the acts were not done in connection 
with the Bricks) what would be there in which the Fire could be deposited ? 
— ‘ But hov; do you know that there is no other (entire) substance ? ’ — 
This follows from the fact that the thing spoken of is different in character 
from an entire substance ; an object is regarded as one entire whole, when 
by the pulling of any one part of it, the whole object becomes pulled. — 
‘ What is the meaning of this ? * — ^If, in the act of pullihg a substance by 
the hand, only that part of it becomes pulled out with which the hand is 
connectod, then the object is not an ewj#e whole by itself. ‘ Why should 
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such be the conclusion ? ’ — ^Because the likelihood is that another part of 
it also would be similarly pulled out. — -If, even in such circumstances, it 
be held that the entire substance becomes pulled, — then it might be possible 
to pull out the oomponePt parts of that substance which, in itself, has 
no component parts. — Nor will it be right to hold that the acts that 
are laid down are in the nature of eonnectioh with what is in conjimction 
with something else (i.e. the Bricks in conjunction), irrespectively of the 
substance being an eMire whole. It will not be right to say so, because 
until the faggot of wood has been tied up with a rope, the pulling of any 
one piece of wood does not lead to the other pieces being pulled up. It is 
only in a case where a thing is conceived of as ‘ one ’ by reason of the 
combination of a number of things, and there is no idea, either direct or 
inferred, of these being the component parts of that ‘ one thing ’ — there 
alone it is said that ‘ another substance (one entire whole) has come into 
existence’. — ^Now, in the case in question (of the altar made of Bricks), 
it is found that that brick alone comes out which is actually pulled, and the 
other bricks do not come out ; — the points of junction between the bricks 
are also clearly perceived ; from this it follows that there is no cementing 
of the component particles (bricks) and hence it cannot be any one entire 
substance distinct from the Bricks. — ^When it is laid down that ‘The Fire- 
altar is to be set up with bricks ’, it is only the setting up that should be 
done with the bricks ; — ^but there is no visible purpose served by the mere 
setting up of the bricks ; — -hence what is understood to be particularly marked 
is the collection of those bricks that have been set up for the purpose of 
depositing the Fire ; — such being the case, the Sprinkling and the Stirring 
should be done to all the bricks. 

“ Like the Paurnamom ; — in the case of the injunction ‘ One who know- 
ing this, performs the Paur^amcm, one who knowing this, performs the 
Amdvdsyd ’ (which lays down the Paurnamdsi and Amdvdsyd Sacrifices), 
what are actually performed are the Agrveya and all those acts that go 
to make up the ‘ Paurriamd^ Sacrifice ’, — rand not any Sacrifice distinct 
from those, — so in the case in question also (what are to be dealt with by 
sprinkling and stirring are all the Bricks that go to make up the Fire-Altar, 
and not any substance distinct from them].” 

StJTRA (27). 

[SlDDHiNTA]~lN EEALirY, IT SHOULD BE DONE TO THE FlEE [-ALTAR]^, 

BECAUSE IT IS ONE SUBSTANCE ; THE OTHERS (BBICKS) ONI.Y 
SUBSERVE THE PURPOSES OP THAT SUBSTANCE. 

BM§ya. 

The term ‘ vd’ (‘ in reality ’) sets aside the view set forth above. 

It is not right that the SprinJding and the Stirring should be done to 
each of the Bricks ; — ^they should be done once only. We proceed to explain 
this — ^As a matter of fact, what is erected with the Bricks is something 
different from the Bricks themselves ; — ^it is in that thing that the Fire is to be 
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deposited ; — and it. is that thing which is denoted by the term ‘ Agni ‘ Fire ’ 
(in the text under consideration).— “How so ? ” — When it is laid down that 
‘One sets up the Fire-altar with bricks’, the bricks axe clearly mentioned 
as subserving the purposes of something different ^om them^Ives; the 
Instrumental Ending in the word * igfaMbhik ' (‘ with bricks ’) clearly 
shows that the Bricks subserve the purposes of something different from 
themselves. If the mere setting up (of the Bricks, and not the bringmg into 
existence of a new object) were meant by the Injimction, then that setting 
up could only be an embellishment for the Bricks, — and in that case the 
correct ending to be used would be the Accusative, and that would set aside 
the Instrumerttal Ending. — From aU this it follows that a new object, some- 
thing different from the individual Bricks, is made (when the Fire-altar is 
set up) 5 — ^m this the Fire is to be deposited ; — ^and it is for the purpose of 
this new object that the Bricks and the setting up axe there. • 

Says the Opponent — “ We have already explained that because this 
explanation is not possible that another view (the Purvapakaa view) has 
been taken up.” 

Answer — ^It is not true that the explanation (suggested by us) is not 
possible; in fact, the fact of the object (Fire-altar) being a single unitary 
enUty is Iclearly perceptible ; and this would not be possible if the term 
stood for the several bricks (that go to make up the Altar). Nor are the 
points of joining between the bricks visible when they have been covered 
with plaster. Hence, inasmuch as, even when there is a mixture (in the 
Altar) -of baked and unbaked bricks, the notion that it is one thing, that is 
present, it follows that it is an object different from the individual Bricks, 
meant as a receptacle for the Fire. 

In fact, the idea that there is a cementing of the Bricks is also due 
to the idea that the altar is a single entity. 

As for the argument that — “ (in the case of a single object) the pulling 
of one part leads to the pulling of the whole thing”, — it is true that in. 
the case of several things cemented together, there is dismemberment ; 
but things are of two kinds — some are immovable (inanimate), some 
movable (animate) ; it is in the case of the former that there is dismember- 
ment«^n pulling) ; for instance, when the tree is pulled by the leaf, the 
whole tree does not become pulled, — ^because it is an immovable thing ; 
similar is the case with the thing in question, — the Pire -altar being an 
immovable thing. 

From ail this it follows that the SprinMing and the Stirring are to be 
done once only. 

SUTRA (28). 

It IS BECAUSE THEBE IS AN AGGEBGATE OF IN JUNCTIONS THAT 'FHE 
CASE OF THE ‘ PaUBNAMASI ’ IS TBBATED LIKE THAT. 

Bhasya. 

It has been argued that — “In the case of the injunctioh ‘One who 
knowing this, should perform the Patvrnamd^, etc. etc. there is nothing 
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distinefc from the Agmya and other component sacrifices, — and that the 
same should be the case here also — ^The answer to this is that it is only- 
right that the ease of the PaimjamdH has been treated like tlmt ; because 
what is laid down there is only an act {the Paurnamaai sacrifice) which 
is only an aggregate of the several enjoined acts {Agneya and the rest), — 
and there is nothing else to be brought into existence by means of that 
Act ; in the present case, on the other hand, there is a distinct object 
(laid down as to be set up, in the shape of the Fire-altar ).— there 
is no analogy between the case of the Paurnmnaal and the present case. 



Abhikaeana ( 9 ) : That the ‘ Patmsamydja ^ should be the 
last item applies to those ‘ Ahan ’ {Diurnal Offerings) 
which precede the Final ^ Ahan-offering ' . 

SUTRA (29). 

[PObv^ak?a]~“ That the PathIsamyaja shotod be the last item 

APPLIES TO AT.T.J AS TTngR.E IS NO DESTDSTCJTIOH.” 



Thsjre is the Dvadmhdha, which consists of a set of ‘ Diurnal Offerings % — 
laid down in the text, ‘ DvadashdMna prajdJcdmam ydjayet^ [‘If one 
desires offspring, he should make him offer the Dvddashaha Sacrifice ’) ; — 
in connection with that, we read — ‘ The Diurnal Offerings are completed 
with the Pc^imrivydja-affenng as the last item 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Are all the Diurnal Offerings 
meant to end with the Patniaamydja ^ Or only those that precede the 
Final Diurnal Offering ? — This question is raised in connection with all the 
Diurnal Offerings with the exception of the tenth one; as this latter has 
been declared by a clear text to end with the ‘ Mdnasa ’-offering. 

On tMs question, the Purmpakaa view is as follows : — “ All the Diurnal 
Off^itigs should be taken as ending with the Patnisamydja . — Why ? — 
Becmise, there is no diatmction ; when the text lays down that ‘ the Diurnal' 
offerings are to end with the Patnimmydja it lays it down without any 
distinotion ; nor is it possible to make any distinction ; hence it must apply 
to all the Diurnal Offerings 

SUTRA (30). 

[SlDDHiNTA]— -In beauty, EEOM THE INDICATIVE TEXT IT CLEAR 

THAT IT APPLIES TO THE OlEEBINGS PBEOEDINC THE PiNAL ONE. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ m ’ (‘ in reality *) impli^ the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

That they should end with the Patnisamydja should apply to those 
Diurnal Offerings that precede the Final One. — Why so ? — ^Because of the 
Indicative Text ; there is the following indicative text — ‘ Patnlsamydjdntdni 
ahdni santiathante — na barhiranupraharati ammsthito hi tarhi yajnah ’ [‘ The 
Diurnal Offerings should end. with the Patnisamydja ; one should not 
withdraw the fuel, as the Sacrifice Is not yet completed’]; — tlfis clearly 
indicates that the should be the last item in those Diurpal 

Offerings where the Sacrifice is stiU incomplete . — “How so — ^Because the 

• incompleteness of the sacrifice has been put forward as a reason ; the meaning 
of the text being — * became these Diurnal Offerings are incomplete, therefore 
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the Patnisamydja should be the last item in them’; — and the 
completeness of the Sacrifice comes on the last day (with the Final Diurnal 
Offering). — ^Then again, we find " incompleteness ’ spoken of in connection 
with tho.se Diurnal Offerings of which the Fatrmamyd^a fornos the last item; 
from this it is clear that ‘ incompleteness ’ and ’ liaving Patmsamyaja as 
the last item’ are meant to be co -substrate ; — and ‘incompleteness’ has 
been found to be there before the Final Day ; — ^firom that we conclude 
that ‘ haying the Patm^a/myaja as the last item ’ should also apply to thd 

offerings preceding the Final One. 

SUTRA (31). 

Ipbjeaion] — “In fact, it is only a commendatory statement, 

JUST LIKE THE STATEMENT OF THE ‘ INITIATION ’ IN CONNECTION 
WITH ‘ NOCTURNAL COMPLETION 

Blidsya. 

The term ‘ m ’ {‘ in fact ’) implies the rejection of the Siddhdnta view. 

“ It is not right that the character of having the Patnisa/myCt/Ja as the 
last item should be applied to the Diurnal Offerings preceding the Final 
One ; it should be taken as appljdng to all the Diurnal Offei’ing.s, as there is 
no distinction. — It has been, argued that— Incompleteness is found men- 
tioned in connection with those in. whom the Patmsamydja forms the last 
item, — and as the sacrifice is incomplete before the Final Diurnal Offering, 
we conclude that the charaetor of having the Patnisamydja as the last item 
should also be restricted to those preceding the Final Offering’. — But this 
cannot be right ; as this view is not based upon any Injunction, nor upon 
any other proof ; hence this view should be treated as a mere fantasy. — 
Then, it has been argued that ‘ incompleteness has been put forward as a 
reason’. — ^’^I.’hat also has no force; as it has been already explained that 
sucli statements are’ ‘ merely eulogistic ’ {Sutra 1. 2. 23). — Nor again is 
there any co-substrateness between incompleteness and the character of having 
the Patnisamydja as the last item ; because the latter elmracter, of having 
the Patmsamydja as the last item, has been directly declared by the Vedic 
text as applying to aZI Diurnal Offerings ; while the applicability of inco7niJleie- 
ness (of all Diurnal Offerings) to only those offerings that precede the Final 
One is only deduced from reasoning.— Lastly, the statement that ‘ The Sacri- 
fice is incomplete ’ is purely commendatory, eulogising the character of having 
the Patnisamydja as the last item ; the meaning being as follows — ‘ The 
Sacrifice is incomplete, — it is found that it takes a long time to complete it, 
— because it takes a long time to complete it, let it be curtailed, and let 
the Diurnal Offerings end with the Patnlmrhydja ’ as a matter of fact, each 
of the Diurnal Offerings is complete in itself ; and yet they are spoken of as 
incomplete simply with a view to eulogise the character of ending with the 
Patnisamydja ; as a matter of fact, every one of the offerings is complete 
in itself, as the Avabhrtha (Final Bath) and the other rites in connection 
with them are ail to be duly performed. — ^In fact, the statement in question 
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shorfd l>e treated exactly like the statement of ‘freedom from the fetters 
of Initiation which is commendatory of ‘ finishing at night That 
statement is as follows — ‘ The man who is initiated is put in the fetters of 
Varu^a ; the Day_ and Night are the fetters of Varuy^t; if one finishes the 
sacrifice dxiring the day, he does not become free from the fetters of Varuna ; 
it should be finished at night ; thus is the man freed from the 
fetters of Famna and also from all harm to himself;’ — the phrase ‘he 
is not freed from the fetters of VaruyM ’ means that he is not free from the 
restrictions imposed by the Initiation ; these restrictions are removed by 
the Final Bath. Or, the statement that ‘he is freed from the fetters of 
Fomi!^ ’ may be taken to mean that many of the restrictions are given up ; 
— In the same maimer in the case in question all that ‘ incompleteness ’ 
means is that ‘ it takes a long time to finish it ’ 

SUTRA (32). 

lAnmer] — ^As a matter oe eact, it should be (as asserted in the 
Siddhanta) ; because the Injunction is not in special 
reeebenoe to anything ; ie it were taken with 
THE Final OrFERUsra, that would be con- 
trary TO THE indicative TEXT. 

Bhd^a. 

The particle ‘m’ (‘as a matteor of fact’) implies the rejection of the 
view set forth (in Su. 31), 

That the Painisamydja shcstld be the last item should pertain to only 
those offerings that precede the Final One; because the said character 
has not been enjoined with special refearence to the Final Offering; the 
injunction that the Patnlaaihydja should be the last item is in referencse 
to the Dittmal Offerings in general ; — if this were applied to the Final Offering^ 
it WQidd he contrary to the Indicative Text. 

Question — “ How is this proved by reasoning (as apart from the 
Indicative Text) ? ” . 

Ansvoer — ^What the statement — ‘The Diurnal Offerings are completed 
with the Patnlsamydja as the last item ’ — ^means is that the rest of the 
rites is to be omitted. What is meant by ‘completing’, ‘finishing’, is 
that its performance is not eontmued, — ^that the action of the performer 
in relation to it ceases ; — ^when all the Diurnal Offerings are being performed 
together, it is inevitable that one should stop at some part of one offering 
and take up those of the other ; — ^there being no restriction as to when this 
stoppage should come, the text in question lays down the restriction that 
the stoppage should he at the Patrmarhydja. — ^Now the visible purpose 
served by this Stoppage is to secure the simultaneous performance of the 
details of the various offerings. In a case therefore where this piirpose is 
not found to be served, there can be no justification for assuming an. 
imperceptible result ; and hence in that case the offering is not to end with 
the Patmsamydja. — This is exactly what is found to he the case with the 
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Final Offering, — in corniectioriL with which. the aforesaid need (of secnring 
simtdtaneity with the details of the succeeding offering) does not arise. — 
It is by this process of reasoning that we come to the conclusion that those 
offerings alone are to end with the Paintaamydja which precede the Fmal 
Onej and this conclusion is further strengthened by the indicative text 
The sacrifice is incomplete ’ (as shown above, tmder Su. 30). 


Adhikarana (10): In the case of such injwmtiom as 
' Should recite the first verse thrice ■, the ref erence 
is to the ‘ position ’ of the v&rse. 

StJTRA (33). 

The BBPETITIOK OF THE SiMIDHfilSrlS SHOULD APPIBTAEH TO POSITIOH^ 
OH ACCOUNT OF PBIOKCPY. 

Bhdaya, 

There are the Darsha-Purnamdsa Sacrifices ; in connection visith these, 
the following declaration is made in reference to the Samidh$ni verses — 

‘ Trih prathaTnarnanvaha, triruMamdmanvdha ’ [‘ Recites the first thrice ; recites 
the last thrice ’]. 

In regard to tliis, there arises the following question — ^What is laid down 
here, — does it appertain to the order of the verses as they occur in the Pk-text 
(of the Samhitd), — ^the meaning being, that what is to be recited thrice is 
the verse ‘ Pra vo vaja, etc. ’ (which. in the Samhitd-text appears before the 
other SdmidhSm verses) ? — Or does it appertain to the Position of the 
Verse, — ^the meaning being that any Verse — ^not necessarily the one appearing 
first in the Samhita-text — that occupies the first position at the actual 
recitation, is to be recited thrice ? — “ Why should there be any doubt in this 
matter ? ’* — -The doubt arises from the fact that both are possible : If the text 
quoted is interpreted to mean that ‘ among the Sdihidhenl verses that which 
occurs first in the Samhitd-text shotild be recited three times ’, then what is 
laid down must appertain to the B^-text ; on the other hand, if the text is 
interpreted to mean that ‘ that should be recited thrice which is endowed 
with priority then what is declared must appertain to the Position. 

On the said question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows: — -“What is 
laid down should be taken as appertaining to the Rh-text . — ‘ Why ? ’ — 
Because priority (denoted by the word pratham&m \ ‘first’, in the text) 
is related to the mdijoidjuaX [versn), as it is the individual (verse) that is 
to be repeated. — ' How do you know that this is so ? ’—We learn this 
from the use of the Feminine Gender (in ‘pmiftamdm ’); it is only an 
individual that can be called ‘ feminine ’ ; hence the use of the Feminine 
Gender could bo explicable only if the prior ify (expressed by the basic 
noun in the word \ prathanidni’ ) were a qualification of an individual ; and 
in that case that individual verse could be connected with the repetition. — On 
the other hand, if the meaning were taken to be that ‘ that is to be repeated 
tlirice wMch comes first at the time that the verses are being actually 
recited’, — then no particidar imMvvlMal would be meant to be repeated; 
[as there can be no certainty as to which particular verse would occupy 
the first position at any particular recitation ; so that the exact denotation 
of the term ‘ prathamdm ’ would remain vague and uncertain, and hence 
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no definite particnlar individual verse would be meant] ; and in that case, 
the use of the Feminine Gender Would be inexplicable. — ^Further, this latter 
interpretation would also involve a syntactical split, as the sentence would 
contain two statements — {1) ^ Anythiitg that has been uttered first should 
be repeated thrice’, and (2) ‘The verse that has been recited first should 
be repeated thrice — ^In our view, on the other hand, what is laid down, in 
the text appertains (directly) to that verse which is characterised by priority ; 
so that there being a single predication, there is no syntactical split. — Lastly, 
it is the Feminine Entity {l^k, verse) that is connected with ‘ priority ’ 
through the Direct Denotation of the words, while the Kepetition is connected 
with it only through Syntactical Connection. — ^From all this it follows that 
what should be repeated thrice is the particular verse ‘Pm vo vdjd, etc. 
wherever it may occur at the actual Recitation.” 

Against the above Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta ; — 
What is laid down in the text is that there should be three recitations of 
'' the first of 0ie Sdmddhenl verses',— -and this refers to, and is determined 
by, the first position, and not by the genus (the inherent characteristic) 
of any particular verse. — “Why so ?” — As a matter of fact, there is no 
verse in the whole of the l^gveda which is named ‘ PrathamS ’ (‘First’) 
{and directly denoted by this term], — ^which could be repeated thrice ; 
so that in the case of the Purvapaksa view, the term ^ prathamd ’ (‘ first ’> 
of the text would have to be taken as indirectly indicating a particular verse ; 
while in the case of the other view (i.e. the Siddhdnta), the word ‘ prathamd ’ 
is taken in its directly denoted sense (of that which occupies the first 
position) ; — and Direct Denotation is superior to Indirect Indication. Hence 
our view is the right one. 

It has been argued (by the Purvapaksin) that^ — “Direct Denotation 
supports the Purvapaksa view, as is clear from the use of the Feminine 
Gender ; secondly thac the Purvapaksa does not involve a Syntactical Split ; 
and lastly, it is only in accordance with the Purvapaksa view that 
the use of the Feminine Gender is explicable 

Our answer to this is as follows — As a matter of fact, the Gender and 
Number of all adjectival terms are determined on the basis of the things that 
tliey qualify ; so that, even if no particular individual were actually denoted 
as to be qimlified (by the adjoetivo ' prathamdm ’), any Gender that would 
appear fcliero would serve as the receptacle of that quality.; as for instance, 

‘ shukldh ’ is Masculine, ‘ shukld ’ is Feminine, and ‘ shuklam ’ is Neuter ; 
similarly ‘ shuklah ’ is Singular, ‘ shuklau ’ is Dxial, and ‘ shukldh ’ is Plural. — 
Though in the case of such expressions as 'Shuklam shdtlmdwya ’ (‘ Bring the 
white piecje of cloth ’), what is predicated (by the term shuklam) is, not the 
bringing of the cloth and other factors, but only the relationship of the quality of 
whiteness [because the bringing, etc., is already otherwise known], and any 
specification by the particular Gender is not intended [because the cloth has no 
real gender], — ^yet the Feminine Gender is mentioned merely by way of refer- 
ence — ‘ Shukldmdnaya ’ ; and as this is only by way of reference, there is no 
, syiitacticai split. Such being the case, even though in the ease in question, 
the connection of priority (denoted by the term ‘ prathama ’, ‘ first ’, 
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with the Feminine Gender) is directly expressed by the word ‘ pmthmmSm \-— 
yet what the Repetition is related to is mere Priority, not tli© Gender. If 
the connection of the Repetition with Gender were predicated by the word, 
then the mention of ‘ priority ’ would have to be regarded as a mere 
reference; for, if the connection with ‘Priority’ also were predicated, then 
there would be Syntactical Split. 

Then again, it cannot be disputed that the term denoting the Feminin© 
Gender qualifies the basic noun (with wMch it appears), — and that the 
Feminine affixes, ‘ Tap ’ and the rest, are added to such basic nouns as 
belong to the Feruinine Gender ; and there can be no connection between 
the qualification of one word with another word ; Q.g. in the expression 
'' Rajapurmo gachchhati", the qualifying term 'rdjan\ which qualifies 
‘‘purtmtJy, has no connection with the term 'gachchhati\ — When, however, the 
‘ priority ’ is connected with the ‘ Repetition ’, the Feminine character 
which is already known (as qualifying the ‘ verse ‘ rA: ’) is merely referred 
to ; it is a well-known fact that all the sentences known as ‘ SdmidMnl are 
rk (verses), — and the term ‘ rk ’ is of the Feminine Gender. So that the 
very basis of the first sentence that is uttered (as Samidheni) is a ; — and 
it has been already pointed out that the Gender and Number of adjectival 
terms are determined on the basis of those of the receptacle (or basis) of 
the qualifying factors expressed by them; — so that, even when the J^k (verse) 
is not qualified (by the terra ^ prathamd ’), it will retain its Feminine gender 
[and hence there can be no need for predicating it through the term 
* prathamdm ’ ] ; — hence the sentence in question should be interpreted as 
— The first sentence that is uttered should be repeated tlirice, — and that 
first sentence is the J^k known as Sdmidhenl ’ ; — thus it is clear that in the 
sentence " Trih prathamdmanvaM " [‘Recites the first three times’], we 
have a mere reference to the Gender which is already (otherwise) Imown. 

The whole of the passage in question reads thus — ‘ Trih prathamuma- 
nvdha, trmdtamdm, tdh panchadasha sampadyante ’ [‘ One should recite the 
first one three times ; one should recite the last one three times ; thus they 
become Fifteen'] — [The number of verses called 'SdmidMnl' is eleven; in 
certain texts, it having been laid down that ‘ one should recite fifteen 
SdmidMnls,' the passage in question lays down the way in which this numbtir 
‘ fifteen ’ is to be made up ; there are eleven original verses, — ^by repeating 
the first and the last thrice, there are four additional verses, and thus the 
number Fifteen is secured]. — -Thus the ‘ three-fold repetition ’ has been laid 
down for the securing of ‘ Fifteen SdmidMnls ’ ; — this repetition must be of 
a complete Rk (verse), not of only a part of it ; because it is the complete 
Rk that serves the purpose . of ’* Eiindling the Fire’ {Samindhanavatl, by 
virtue of which it is called ‘ SdmidMnl ’). 

From all this it follows that the text in question contains a mere reference 
to the (Feminine) Gender, and hence what is laid down appertains to Priorily, 
not to the Rk (verse). 


r 



Adhikarana (11) {k)'. In connection with the ^ Darsha- 
Purnamdsa ’ Sacrifices^ which have to be performed 
throughout one\s life^ the ^ Aramhhampd-Isti ^ is 
to be performed only once. — Or {B) — The 
Arambhanlyd-Isti is an ^ Embellish- 
ment^ of the Performer. 

SUTRA (34). 

[PObvapak^a]— “ When the main Saobibtce is bepeated, the 
Abambhaniya must be bepeated, like the PbayIjas,” 
Bhdsya. 

There are the Darstut-Purnamdsa sacrifices laid down in the text — 
‘Desiring Heaven, one should perform the DarsM-Purnamdm Sacrifices’? 
in connection with these sacrifices, the Ammbhanvyd-Isti [Preliminary 
Sacrifice] has been laid down in the text; — ‘ One who desires to be an eater 
of much food should offer the cake baked on eleven pans to Agni-Visnyu,, 
Cooked rice to Saraavatl, the Cake baked on twelve pans to Sarasvat, and 
tlie Cake baked on eight pans to Agni~Bhagin In this connection some 
people declare the Bhagin to be the constant factor (in all the offerings), — 
That the Darsha-Puri^amdsa Sacrifices have to be repeated has also been 
laid down in the text — ‘ Tliroughout life, one should perform the Darska- 
Purv^mmiaa \ — 

Now, in connection with this repetition of the Darsha-PurTjamdsa, 
there arises the question — ^Is the Aramhhamyd also to be repeated (with 
each performance of the Darsha-Purimmdsa) ? — Or not ? 

On this question, the Purjoapalcsa view is as follows : — “ It should be 
repeated ; i.e. it should be performed several times. — ‘ Why so ? ’—Because 
thus alone does tho injunction of the performance become obeyed. — 'Like, 
the Praydjas \ — the Praydja-offerings, which are parts of the Dar8ha-Fwr<na- 
mdsa, are repeated with each performance of these latter, — similarly the 
Aranibhanlyd also, being a part of those sacrifices, should be repeated with 
each performance of those sacrifices ”, 

SUTRA (35). 

[Siddhanta] — In beality, it should be pebfobmed once only 

BECAUSE IT IS CONNECTED WITH ‘ COMMENCEMENT AND THE 

‘Commencement’ is one. only, the peeeobmanoe (of 

THE MAIN SACBIEIOES) EXTENDING THROUGHOUT 
THE man’s LIEE, 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘rd’ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth above. 
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It is not right that the Aramhhai^lya should be repeated ; in fact, it 
should be performed only once. — “Why?”- — Bemuse it is connected with 
‘ commencement (drambha) ’ ; the Arambhanlyd is connected with the com- 
mencement of the performance of the Barsha-Purnamdsa, — and the com- 
mencement is one only — ^for all the performances of the Darsha-Punyimdsa, 
tliroughout the man’s I.’e — “How so ? ” — ^Having installed the Fires, one 
makes the declaration to the effect — ‘ At each Parvan (New Moon and Full 
Moon) I shall p^rfoim the Darsha-Pur^amdsa ’ ; — -if is when he has thus 
made up his mind that he would perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices 
that he performs the Arambha^lyd, — ^the said making up of the mind being 
the ‘ drambha \ ‘ commencement ’ ; and this is common to all the perform- 
ances of the DarsM-Puri^amdsa ; as the whole series of performances through- 
out the man’s life forms a single ‘ performance ’ (of the Darsha-Purnamdsa ; 
in accordance with the aforesaid determination of the man). — ^Even if the 
first step taken towards a performance be regarded as its ‘ drambha 
‘commencement’, — ^then too, all the subsequent performances are done 
by the man who has taken that first step. — So that in any case, the 
Arambhaniyd should be performed once only. 


Adhikabana (11) (B) : The Aranibhaniya is an ^ Embellish- 
ment ’ of the 'Performer, 

Or, we may interpret the Sutras {Z4:) and (36) in the following manner. 
Bhctsya. 

It is acknowledged on all hands that ‘ drambha ‘ commencement ’, is 
the first factor in the act. — ^Now, in connection with the Ararhhhaniiyd-Isti 
(which is performed before the performance of the Darsha-Purnamdsa is 
commenced), the question is — ^Does the performance of the Arambhaniyd 
accomplish the first factor of the Darsha-Purnamdsa ? — -Or, does it mean 
that, when a man is going to commence — ^i.e, perform, for the first time, 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa — the performance of the Arambhaniyd renders him fit 
for the said commencement ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view (as set forth in Su. 3-1) is as 
follows : — “ From the Context it is clear that the Arambhaniyd is to be per- 
formed at the commencement of the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices ; if it 
were taken as bearing upon the performer, then a distinct result would have 
to be assumed ; — hence, inasmuch as each performance of the Darsha- 
Purrmmdsa would be distinct, the Arambharilyd should have to be performed 
in connection with the performance of each Darsha-Purria7ndsa ; just as the 
Praydjas are repeated with each Darslm-Purmirndsa. — [Hence the conclusion 
on the question is that the perfc^hnance of the Arambhaniyd fulfills the first 
step in the performance of the Darsha-Purviamdsa'^^' . 

As against the above, the Siddhdnta view (as set forth under Su. 35) is 
as follows : — The Aramhhaij.lyd’ should be performed once only. — “ Why ? ” 
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— Because of the cormeetion between the man (performer) and the com- 
mencement ; that* is, the Ammbkaij,iyd is enjoined as to be performed when 
the Performer is going to commence the performance of the Daraha-Purna- 
mdaa,—“ How so ? The word ‘ nirvapU ’ (‘ should offer ’ ) clearly establishes 
a connection with the Agent (Performer); so that the denotation of the 
particular effort (activity, which is expressed by the Injunctive Ending) of 
the Agent is' really what is meant to be expressed in its own form ; in the 
other case, if what is denoted by the word (as a whole) were meant to be 
enjoined (and not the effort or activity of the Agent), then the denotation of 
that effort would have to be regarded as not meant to be expressed in its own 
form; it would, in fact, have to be taken as referring to what has been 
already enjoined in the sentence laying down the entire performance (of 
the Darahu-Puriijmndsa). '' 

. It has been argued that — “ if it were taken as bearing upon the ' 
Performer, a distinct result would have to be assumed — ^Our answer to 
that is that no such distinct result would have to be assumed ; as that 
p^ormer would be taken as meant by the injtmction of the entire 
performance (of the Daraha-Purruimdsa) who has already performed the 
Aramhhai^lyd ; — such being the case, the performer having become, at the 
very first performance of the Daraha-Purnamdsa, ‘ one who has performed 
the Ararnbha'^lyd remains so throughout aU the lifelong performances 
of the Daraha-Purnamdsa [i.e. throughout his life he remains ‘ one who 
has performed the Aramhhanlyd^]. When going to perform the Darsha- 
Purtjbamdaa for the first time, the man performed the Arambhaifiya and 
thereby became ‘one who has performed the Aramhhanlyd' ; and when 
■going to take up the second and subsequent performances of the Daraha- 
Pun^mndsa, he still remains ‘ one who has performed the AramhhaTfiyd ’ 
and hence fit for carrying on the performances.— It might be urged that— 
“if the Aramhhai^lyd has been performed on the same day that the per- 
formance of the DaraJut-Purtiarndsa is going to be commenced, then alone 
can the performer of the latter be regarded to be ‘ one who has performed 
the Arambha^iyd,’ — and at the second and subsequent performances of the 
Daraha-PUnjfOmdaa, as he would not have performed the Aramhhaifiyd on 
the same day as tho^e performances, he could not be regarded as ‘ one who 
has performed the Aramhhaiffyd — ^The answer to this is that by having 
performed the Aranibha^iya on the same day as the (first) performance of 
the Daraha-Puryxmidaaf the man Aos become ‘one who has performed the 
. Aramhhamya ’, — even in relation to the second and subsequent performances 
of the Darsha-Pur^mdaa; and hence fit for. proceeding with those 
performances. 


Adhikaraija (12) : In the ^ Nirvdpa- Mantra , there should 
he no ^modification ’ of the terms ‘ Savitr \ ‘ Ashvin % 
and * Pusan \ 

SUTRA (36). 

[Pubvapak^a] — “ The stjbsidiaby chaeacteb of Mahtbas ib baseb 

ITFON THE FACT OF THEIR EXPRESSING A CERTAIN MEANING.” — 
[SiDDHANTA] — ^BHT WHAT IS NOT EN JOHIED IS NOT 
ADMISSIBLE ; AS IT IS ONLY WHAT HAS BEEN 
ENJOINED THAT IS EXPRESSED (BY 

THE Mantra). 

Bhasya. 

There are the Darsha-Pur^mdsa sacrifices, where the following 
Nirvdpa- Mantra is used — \Deva8ya Pud samPuh prasav^ shvinorbdht^hydm 
pd^ hastahhydm agnaye jttatam nirvonpami [Here we have the names of 
three Deities — ^(1) 8amPr, (2) Asfmma, and (3) Pusan, in addition to the 
principal Deity, Agrd.] [As an EcPype, a modified form of this, we have the 
Saurya sacrifice where the principal Deity is A^urya]. 

In regard to the use of the said Mantra at the Saurya sacrifice, there 
arises the question — When the said MomPra comes to be used at the Saurya, 
should the terms ‘ Samir \ ‘ Ashuin and ‘ Pusan ’ be modified into terms 
signifying the Swya ? Or should they be not modified at aU [the Mantra 
being used in the same form as at the archetypal sacrifice] ? 

In order to consider this question, it is necessary to consider the 
following — ^Do these words (‘ SavUr \ ‘ AsAfVWi ’, and ‘ Pusan ’) denote things 
that form part of' the sacrifice ? Or those that do not form part of them ? 
r—If the former, then they have to be modified (at the Saurya) ; if the 
latter, then, they have not to bo modified, they have to be used in the original 
form unmodified. 

W& shall consider both these questions together. 

The prima facie {Puroapaisa) view on this appears to us to be as 
follow’s: — “The terms in question do denote things forming part of the 
sacrifice. — ‘ Why ? ’ — ^In fact the only perceptible purpose served by the 
words of a Mantra is that they express things forming part of the sacrifice. 
Thus while no peoreeptible purpose is served by the expressing of 
things that do not form part of the sacrifice, — a clearly perceptible 
purpose is served by the expressing of those that do form part of it. 
Consequently the terms in question can serve a visible piirpose only if they 
are denotative o1 things that form part of the sacrifice. — ‘In what way 
could the words of the manPra in question be denotative of things foiming 
part of the sacrifice ? ’ — They could do so if the terms ‘ SamPr % ‘ Ashvm \ and 
‘ Pusan ’ denoted Agni and other deities (of the Darsha-Purnarndm sacrifice),. 
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or if the deities named ‘ Savitr ' and the rest were deities of the DwsJia- 
Pur^mdsa sacrifice. In order to avoid the necessity (otherwise inevitable) 
of the words of the Mantra being taken as serving only unseen (trans- 
cendental) purposes,— either of the two alternative views may be accepted 
— ^viz. (1) the Mantra may be regarded as laying down ScwUr and other 
deities for the Darsha-Purnamam, or (2) the terms ‘ Smitr’ and the rest may 
be taken as denoting Agni and other deities already related to the Darsha^ 
Pur^masa. As both of these views serve usefxil purposes, either one of 
them may be accepted. — The Opponent might argue thus — ‘From the 
Mantra it is clear that Sarvitr (AsTwm &nd Pilsa/n) &re only parts of what is 
spoken of in the concluding words AgnayS justenn 7vir>japdtm (where the 
Deity Agni is mentioned) ; such being the ease, even if the terms — Scmtr 
and the' rest — were to denote Agni and other deities (of the Daraha- 
Purnamasa), they would not add anytliing to the Deity already expressed 
by the terms Agjvl and the rest themselves. Nor is it necessary that the 
sacrifice can be helped by only those deities laid down in the Mantra which 
are denoted by the terms Savipr and the rest’. — ^The answer to this is 
as follows; — The yarious parts of the Mantra would be so many distinct 
sentences (e£vch sentence speaking of one of the Deities, Savitf, etc.) ; — of 
these the clause ' justam rmw/panvl' would be common to, and construed 
ynth, all those sentences ; — those sentence.s can be subsidiary to the Darsha- 
Pnrnmnd-sa sacrifices only if offerings are made at them to these deities 
spoken of in the sentences; and it is on this basis that there is the 
Presumption that the deities spoken of in the Mantra are actually laid 
down for tlie Darsha-Purnanidsa . — Thus then, we conclude that either 
the terms ‘ Sa^itr ’ and the rest should he taken as denoting Agni and the 
other Deities, or the said distinct sentences (constituting the, Mantra in 
question) should be treated as optional alternatives to the sentence speaking 
of AgniP . 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddfumta The terms 
in question ■( ‘ Savitr ’ , ‘ Ashvin and ‘ Puaan ’ ) should not be modified. There 
is no modification unless the factor in question is enjoined ; as the Mantra 
speaks of only what has been enjoined. Hence we deal with the question 
in the following manner — -The terms 'iSatntr' {’'Ashvin' and ’Puaan') 
are not denotative of things forming part of the sacrifice {Daraha- 
PuTTiamasa ).- — “ Why so ? ” — Because no such act has been enjoined in 
connection with the Darsha-Piin^ayrmaa of which the Deities are Savitr, 
Ashvin, and Pusan-, nor aru the terms ’Savitr', ’Ashvin', and ’ Pumn' 
known to be denotative of such, things as Ag^ii and the nthe.r .Deities. 

Says the Opponent — “ It ims been already explained that one or the 
other of these two conclusions must be accepted on the ground of 
Presmnption. That is to say, it is onljr if there is (at the Dataha- 
Purnamusa) some act of which Savitr and the rest are deitu-s,-— or, if the 
terms ’Savitr' and the rest are denotative of Agni and the other deifies 
(of the Darsha-Furnam&sa ) — tiiat the use of the sentences spoaifing o.f 
Savitr and the rest can bo explained ; — because, fis a rule, that Deity alone is 
to be expressed by the Mantra who is the Deity (recipient) of a eertaiti 
offering; — ^it is also admitted that the terms ’Savitr' and. the rest apjiear 
4 
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in the Nirvdpa-mantra only for the purpose of expressing things ;~they 
are explicable therefore only if they express the deities of the offerings, — 
not otherwise ; — ^it is also well known that the deities of the offerings (at 
the JDarsha-Pur^mcisa) are Agni and the rest and hence it follows that 
the words ‘ Savitf * and the rest are denotative of Agni and other deities 

Our answer to this is as follows : — ^If the terms in question were to 
become meaningless (useless) if one of the two facts (asserted by you) 
were not presumed, then it might be assumed that ‘ the subsidiary character 
of Mantras is based upon the fact of their expressing things — ^As a matter 
of fact, even in the absence of the presumption of the said facts, the terms 
do not become meardngless (useless). Hence there can be no authority for 
presuming either of the two facts put forward. — ^Then again, (in connection 
with the Darsha-Furnmidsa) no such deities have been enjoined as bear 
the names in . question (‘ Savitr ‘ Ashvin ‘ Pusan ’) ; — whence what is not 
enjoined is not admissible — as to be modified ; specially becaTise the Mantra 
speaks only of what has been enjoined. 

It has been argued that— “ In the text in question, Deities are what are 
expressed by the expressive terras, and no useful purpose is served by the 
expressing of such deities as have not been spoken of (enjoined) ”. — ^This 
. has got to be refuted ; it is this refutation that is set forth in the following 
Sutra : — 

StJTEA (37). 

It is foe this eeason that thebe is ho expebssihg oe those 
(deities) ; rr is fob anotheb fttbpose that 

THE WOBD IS USED. 

Bhd§ya. 

It is for this reason, — on this account, — that there is no ea^ressing—by 
the terms ‘ SavUr ’ and the rest, — of those (deities) that have not been 
laid down (in connection with the Darsha-Purrimndsa). — “ For what purpose 
then is the term used ? ”— It is used for the purpose of the Nirvapa (the 
act of offering) ; the words of the MarUra being explained as follows — (o) 

'■ Devasya savituh prasave^ — ^i,e. ‘The deva savitf', the Sacrificer, having 
broxoght forth (the offering), — (6) ^ ashs)inorbdhuhhydm\~~~i.e. by the arms 
of the sacrificing couple (the Sacrificer and bis wife), vnth a view to the 
engaging of the services (of the Priests) ; the Sacrificer and his wife are 
called ^Ashvins', because, at the Fire-installation Rite, they have given 
away an ashva (Horse),— -or because they enjoy— ashitavomtau ’ — the fruits , 
of the sacrifice ; thus the term ‘ hdhu ’ stands for the man’s own arms ; — 
(c) As for ‘ Pusan', the Sacrificer himself is regarded to be Pusan, on the 
groimd of his supporting puaiidii') the Priests. — Thus every one of the 
terrn-s in the Mardra is found to be eulogistic of the act ,of offering. 

Says the Opponent — “ Why cannot the words ‘ Savitf ’ and the rest 
be taken out of their context and explained as denoting the deities SavUr, 
Ashvins, and Pusan, appearing in another Context ? As they would be 
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taken out of their Context on the baais of Indicative Power, they could 
certainly set aside the limitations of the 

v4'TMfu»er-~lt is case ‘endings accompanying the terms ' Savi^' and the 
rest that make these terms adjectives qualifying something eise ; the 
denotation of the basic nouns however remains the same ; and as this is 
expi-essed by the (Urect denotation of the term, it naturally sets aside what 
ia merely indicated by Irvdimiwe Power. What Indicative Power does is 
to transfer the terms to another Context where Scmir and the rest do 
actually appear as deities, — this transferiug being done on the understaiwiing 
that the expressing of the meaning of the basic noun could only be for 
the purpose of mentioning the Deity, — on the groxmd that these deities 
do not figure in the sacrifice {Darsha-Punnamdsa) that forms the subject- 
matter of the Context. — On the other hand, what the Direct Denotation 
of the case-ending does is to show that what is expressed by the basic 
noun is a qualification of something else j and this something else is (the 
Saerificer) spoken of by a word in the Context itself (as explained above). 
Direct Denotation is always more authoritative than Indicative Potoer. 
Hence the terms, in question cannot be taken out of their Context. 

Says the Opponent--— “ If the terms ^Savitr' and the rest stemd for 
the Saerificer, then why should there be no modification .of them at the 
Sattra (where there is no Saerificer apart from the officiating Priests) ? 

Answer — ^The sentence is meant to serve the purpose of worshipping, 
not that of permitting (the Priests) ; the worshipping of the unworshipped 
is something that ought to be done ; it serves a visible purpose. As for the 
perimttmg, that has already been done by the Saerificer when he appointed 
the Priest ; so that the doing of the same thing over again could only be 
taken as serving some unseen purpose.— Then again, in the expression 
mt'vapdmi ’ the verb ‘ mroapd^ni ' denotes the demg of worshipping ^ 
— -the phrase ‘ prasaM ’ speaks of tl^ pertnMmg which has already 

been done, 'lor the purpose of qualifying something else ; in fact, even 
without the pm’frdUrmg, the .Priest would certainly perform the offering, 
which is expressed directly by the word (of the text, ' nirvapS/mi') •, hnt 
no mcriJlo& ia anywhere spoken of as to be performed by a priest who has 
not been worshipped. — ^Thus then, inasmuch as the terms ‘ SavUr ' and the 
rest are meant for the purposes of worshipping, they should not be ‘ modified \ 



Adhikaraita (13) (A): In the Mantra '' Agnaye jnstam 
nirvafdmi\ the word ^ agnaye"^ should he modified 
when used atdhe Ectypal Sacrifice, 

StJTBA (38). 

[POBVAPAK?a] — “ BbISTG a term DBIirOTISrG QUALITY, THAT ALSO SHOITLD 
BE TREATED SIMILARLY.” 

Bhasya. 

In the same sentence that we have been considering Devasya tva, 
etc. ’ ), the last words as used at the Darska-Pur^mdsa are — ‘ AgnayS 
ymtam nirvapdmi 

In regard to these words there arises the question — ^When this Mantra 
is used at the ectype (the Saurya sacrifice, for iiastanoe), should the term 
‘ agni ’ also (like ^ savitr\ etc.) be not modified, as that also is not denota- 
tive of anything that forms part of the sacrifice ? Or should it be modified, 
because it is denotative of something that forms part of the sacrifice ? 

On this question, the Piirvapahaa view is as follows : — “ If the question 
is as stated, then, inasmuch as the term ‘ agni ’ also is a term denoting 
quality, it should be treated similarly (i.e. like the words ‘savitr^ and the rest), 
and be regarded as not denotative of anything forming part of the sacrifice. 
— ‘ Why so ? ’ — ^In this same sentence, the terms ‘ savitr ’ and the rest are 
not denotative of anything forming part of the sacrifice (as has been 
explained in the Siddhdnta of the preceding Adhikarana) ; under the 
circumstances, if the term ‘ agni ’ also wore not denotative of anything 
forming part of the sacrifice, there would be uniformity, and uniformity is 
always desirable. Whenever the determining factors are similar, it is on the' 
basis of that reason alone that we should have imiformity; — in ’the case 
in question, the determining factors are similar; — e.g. in the case of the 
terms ‘ savitf ’ and the rest, ‘ what is expressed by the words in question 
does not figure in the sacrifice ’ ; and in the present case also, what is 
expressed by the words ‘ agnaye ju$tam nirvapdmi ’ does not figure in the 
sacrifice ; because what is expressed by the words ‘ agnaye justam nirvapdmi ’ 
is the offering of what has been ‘ jugfa ’ (enjoyed or worshipped), and at the 
sacrifice, there is no such offering of what has been enjoyed {or worshipped) ; 
in fact, what should be offered is what has been not enjoyed, and it is by the 
offering that it becomes enjoyed (or worshipped). — ^Hence it follows that the 
term ‘ agni ’ also is not denotative of anything forming part of the sacrifice. 
And here also, the use of the term ‘ agni ’ would be for the purpose of what 
follows, — ^i.e. for the purpose of eulogising the offering. — ^From all this it is 
clear that at the ectype, the term ‘ agni ’ also should -not be ‘ modified 
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SUTRA (39). 

[Sdddhanta]-— Not so ; because rr does form part of the 
Sacrifice. 

BJiSsya. 

What has been said above is not right ; because as a matter of fact, the 
words ‘ agnaye justam nirmpdmi ’ do denote something that forms part 
of the sacrifice. — “ But it has been already explained by us that what these 
words express is the offering of what has been enjoyed, and there can be no 
offering of what has been already enjoyed — Our answer to that is that 
the sentence in question does not express the offering of what has been enjoyed ; 
what is expressed by it m the making of the thing ‘ enjoyed ’ by the ad of 
offering it, the meaning being *I am making the thing enjoyed by Agni*, 
In this way the sentence serves a visible purpose. 

Thus, the determining factors in this case not being similar to those 
in the case of the terms ‘ Savitr ’ and the rest, the right course is not to 
treat the two eases as uniform; and hence it follows that the term ^agni’’, 
as denoting something forming part of the sacrifice, should be ‘modified’. 


Or, the two Sutras 38 and 39 may be taken as embodying the following 
Adhikarana — 

(13) (B) : In the Mantra used in putting the Rice upon the 
Stone-slab, the term ‘ dhdnya ’ should he modified. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa, we have the text — 
‘ Dhdnyamasi dhinuhi devdn — iti drsadi dvapati ’ [‘ Thou art Paddy, satisfy 
the Deities — sa 3 nng this, he should put the grains on the stone-slab’]. — ^In 
regard to the term ‘ dhdnya % there arises the question — ^Does it denote 
something forming part of the sacrifice ? Or not ? ■ 

On this question, the Purvapaksa, as contained in Su. 38, is as follows : — 
“ The term ‘ dhdnya ’ appears to be one denoting a quality, and as such, it 
could not be denotative of anything forming part of the sacrifice. — ^In fact, 
the term ‘ dhdnya ’ denotes the Paddy ;-^-and the Paddy is not put on the 
stone-slab for pounding ; — the term ‘ dhdnya ’, in fact, stands for the 
unhusked grain ; — ^whUe what is put on the slab is the Bice (husked paddy- 
grains),; — hence though what is put on the slab (and which forms part 
of the sacrifice) is the Bice, yet the word in the text expresses the 
Paddy ; so that what is expressed by the term ‘ cOidnyd ’ is something which 
does not form part of the sacrifice;^ — and hence its use .can only serve an 
unseen purpose ; consequeutly there should be no modification of. tins term 
when the J(f anim is used at the Eetype.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta, .as set forth in 
Su.) 39 ;: — ^The above view is not right. In fact, what is denoted by the 
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term ‘ dhanya ’ does form part of the aacriflc© ; — th® term denotes Eioe., by 
indirect indication, on the basis of the fact that Riee i» a product, a 
modided form, of Paddy {Dhdnya) ; — ^just as in the expression — * K&shikMu 
shdlayo bhujyante gdvah ptyante’ [‘In the KSsh! -country paddy is eaten 
and Cows are drunk'], it being found that if these words were taken in 
their literal sense {cows being dnmk by the rhen), it would necessitate the 
assumption of an unseen result (the stated meaning being absurd), — ^th» 
word (‘ gavah ‘ cows ’) is taken in its indirect figurative sense (as standing 
for ayvo'a »»iZ&).~From this it follows that the term ‘ dhdnya ’ is really 
denotative of something that forms part of the sacrifice, and hence it should 
be ‘ modified ’ when the Mantra is used at the Ectypal Sacrifice. 

The purpose served by this discussion is as follows :-~-Ther© is the 
sacrifice known as ^ Shdkyandrnayanam mprimshatsavatmrcm ' (‘a saorifloe 
performed by the ShSkyaa, lasting for thirty-six years’); — in connection 
with this sacrifice, we read — ‘ At the end of each day, the Master of th® 
House goes out to hunt, out of the flesh of the animals that he kills are 
made the cakes used at tfie Savanlya offerings — At this offering the Mantra 
‘ Dh&nyamasi dhmuhi devdn ’ would have to be used in its unmodified form, 
— ^in accordance with the Purvapakaa ; whereas, in accordance with the 
Siddhdnta, it would be modified into the form — ' Mdrhsamaei dhinuhi 
devdn ’ . 



Adhikarana (14) : the use of the ^ fdopahvmia- 

mantra ’ there should be no modification of the term, 

‘ Yajnapati 

SOTRA (40). 

Even in a case where it has been enjoined, ip it setbsebves the 

PURPOSES OP something ELSE, THERE SHOULD BE NO 
‘ Modification ’ ; — as in the case of Injunctions, 

Bhdsya. 

There are the Darsha-Purimmdsa sacrifices, laid down in the text — ‘ One 
desiring Heaven, should perform the Darsha-Puri^amasa sacrifices ’ ; — 
in connection therewith is the Ida-nigada, beginning with the expression 
‘ Idopahutd ’ (Taitti, Sam. 1. 7. 1. 2), where we read — ‘ Daivya adhvaryava 
upahutdh, upahutd manuaydh, ya imam yajflamavdn ye cha yajfiapatim 
vardhdn ’ [‘ The divine priests have been invited, invited have been the 
men, those who protect this sacrifice and those who help the Sacrificer to 
prosper ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 7. 4). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — When this Mantra is used 
at a Sacrifice {Satra) where there are several ‘ Sacrificers — should the 
term ^ yajHapcdim ' (‘sacrificer’) be modified (into its plural form)? Or 
should it be used in its unmodified form ? 

In connection with this, the first question to consider is — ^Does the 
term ^yajnapati* (‘sacrificer’) denote something forming part of the 
sacrifice ? Or does it denote something noi forming part of the saoriflo® 1 
— “ How would it be denotative of something forming part of the sacrifice > ’* 
— If the statement regarding the ‘ prosperity of the sacrificer ’ is helpful 
to the sacrificer, then the term ‘sacrificer’ denotes something fonntng 
part of the sacrifice ; if on the other hand, the statement is merely etilogistie, 
then the term ‘ sacrificer ’ is not denotative of anything forming part of the 
sacrifice. 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ The term * Sacrificer ’ denotes 
a thing that forms part of the sacrifice and hence it should be * modified 
“ Why ? ” — ^As a matter of fact, sacrificers are encouraged by the statement 
regarding the ‘ prosperity of the sacrificer ’ ; — ^thus ‘ prosperity of the 
sacrificer ’ is spoken of by means of words independently of the term ' i4d' ; 
— ^hence the notion of that ‘ prosperity of the sacrificer ’ is the direct cogni- 
tion, while if it were taken as a mere praise of the Ida, it wotild be only 
indirect; so that, the sentence Cannot be. taken as a praise of the I#, as 
that would be very remote from the real objective. From all this it follows 
' that the term ‘ yajnapaii ’ ’ should be * modified ’. Because [when there 
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are sevesal m<Tlfim‘s, if the term ‘Secrificer’ were iised iii the singidar 
tmmbw, &s Manim would speak of the ‘prosperity’ of only mie of tliem; 

HO tl»t] that individml sacrificer whose ‘ prosperity ’ would not be spoken 
of, would not be embellished with the embellishment of encouragement 
(which is what is don© by the Manim) ; — Whence it is necessary that all the 
^mctificers should be spoken of for the purpose of being embellished by the 
foeoitfagement I — and when all of them have to be spoken of, the plural 
numb«e must be used [that is, the term ‘ yajnapcaim ’ in the original manim 
must b© modifi^ into the plural form ^ yajnapaUn 

In answ^ to the above PUrvapak0, we have the following Siddkania 
Svm in a ease where U has been enjoined, if it siAaerves the purposes of some- 
tidng else, tiWe slmM he “no rnodifieodion, min the case of Injunctions. (Su») ; 
'’“i.e. even when that which forms part of the sacrifice has been enjoined, 
if it is meant to be done for the sake of something else,— and not for its 
own wnbeUishjnent, — ^it is always used in its unmodified form ; and such a 
factor should not be ‘ modified ’ ; because it subserves the purposes of some- 
thing efoe. That is to say, in the case in question the yajnapati (sacrifioer) 
is spoken of for the purpose of qualifying the ‘ prosperity and the 
‘ prosperity ’ is spoken of for the purpose of eulogising the Idd . — “ How do 
you know this ? ” — It is deduced feom the fact of the Mantra in question 
being syntactically oouneeted with the ij^opah-mna text (Taitti. Saih. 1. 7. 

1. 2), and also from the fact of the I4d being the subject-matter of the 
Context. 

It has been argued that — “The assertion of the ‘prosperity of the • 
sacrificer ’ is understood as serving the purpose of encotwagement, in- 
dependently of the term ‘ ’ > — ^the meaning being that ‘ those men 

have' been invited who would lead the saoocifioer to prosperity — ^The 
answer to this is as follows : — ^Beginning witli the words — ‘ Sa yo haivam- 
vidvdn idayd cJuxrati the text goos on to say — ‘ atha pr^ipadyaHe ido- 
pcdiutopahutedopamia iAShvayami idopahutd \ — From tliis it is understood 
that the text of which this forms the iH'giuniug is the ‘ Mantra of the Ida — 
and in the middle of this Manira. occur the words beginning w'ith ‘ upahutd 
manusydh ’ and ending with ‘ yajhapatim vardluin \ — ^Thus from this text, 
it follows that the Mantra is to be pronounced for the piucpose of ‘invit- 
ing the 1^®% And (from its words) it is capable also of ‘inviting the /da’ ; 
on the other hand, there is no text to the effect tliat ‘ the Mardra 
should be pronounced for the purpose of encouraging the Sacrificer ’ ; 
the Mantra has the capacity to speak of it ; but the mere presence of the 
capacity does not determine the use of Mantras, without the help of actual 
declarations. In doing what we have suggested, the Context, pertaining, 
as it does, to the /da, becomes duly honoured,- and Syntactical Connection 
with the Ida also becomes secured. — For these reasons, the interpretation 
of the sentence ^ould be — ‘ such men have been invited as are capable of 
leading the Sacrificer to prosperity ’ ; to this end, all that is necessary is 
that * prosperity ’ should be spoken of as qualified by the ‘ sacrificer ’ ; 
— so iJiat even if a single sacrificer has been mentioned, the purpose of the 
said qualification becomes accomplished ; — consequently, there should be 
no ‘ modifiieation 
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As isfi the case of Itijunctions ; i.e. as in a case where- the Sacnficer is 
enjoined as the subordinate factor, the Injunction becomes fulfilled by any 
sacrificer (one or many, without restriction) ; for example, m the case of the 
Injunction ‘ The Post of Udumbam-wood should be made as tall as the 
Sacrificer % — or ‘ The Sacrificer should start with Skukra ’. 


x\DHiKAEA]yA (15) : In the ^ Suktavaka\ which is used in 
making an oblation of the grass-bedding, the term 
^ Yajamdna ^ C Sacrificer') should be 
modified. 

SOTEA (41). 

In A CASE WHERE HE IS THE PBINCIPAIi FACTOR, THEBE SHOULD BE 
‘ MODIFICATION 
BMsya. 

la conaection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa, the use of the Suktavdka 
has been laid down in the text — ' Suktavdkena prastaram praharati' [‘With 
the Suktavdka, one should offer the grass-bedding ; in this connection we 
read — •' Ay am yajmdna dyurdshdste ’ [‘ This sacrificer seeks for longevity ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — In the ease of an Ectypal 
Sacrifice where there are several ‘ Sacrificers should the word ‘ yajamdnah ’ 
(Singular) be modified (into ‘ yajamdnah in the Plural) ? — Or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is as follows : — “The term ■ 
‘ ya^’amdnah ’ should be used in its unmodified form ; in so doing, the 
indication of the word becomes honoured. Then again, the term does not 
denote anything forming part of the sacrifice ; because the assertion that 
‘ the sacrificer seeks for longevity ’ subserves the purposes of something 
else ; as no visible pmpose of the sacrificer himself is served by this ‘ seeking 
for longevity ’ ; — ^it follows therefore that the ‘ seeking for longevity ’ is 
meant to serve some invisible pimpose. Under the circumstances, the 
‘ seeking for longevity ’ as qualified by the ‘ sacrificer ’ becomes accom- 
plished by the mention of even a single Sacrificer as found in the Mantra- 
text ; [so that there is no need for the change into the pliual form] ; — just as 
it is in the case of the injunction ‘ The Post of Udumhara-vrood should be 
made of the same size as the Sacrificer — so in the case in question also. — 
From all this it follows that the term yajamdnah' should be used in its 
unmodified form.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — ^There should be 
change — modification, — in a case where the Sacrificer 'is the principal factor. 
— “ In What way is the Sacrificer the predominant factor ? ” — ^There is tlic, 
text — ‘With the Suktavdka, one' should offer the grass-bedding’; now the 
‘ Becldiny ’ becomes offered ‘ with the Suktavdka if the Suktavdka expresses 
the means or the jruit of the ‘ offering of tiie Bedding ’ ; — the fruit of the 
‘ offering ’ has been indicated in the declaration ‘ The Sacrificer is seeking for 
longevity — by means of this act ’ ; and thus it is that the Bedding comes 
to be offered by the Sacrificer. Such being the case, if there is any Sacrificer 
who is not mentioned as the principal factor, then the said offering of the 
Bedd/mg will not have been made by him ; consequently (in a ease where 
there are several sacrificers) it becomes necessary to mention all the 
sacrificers collectively ; and when all are mentioned, the Plural ending must 
be used : hence there must be modification of the term ‘ yajamdnah ’ 
(into ' yajamdndh'). 



Adhikabaita (16): In the ^ nigada-mantra ’’ used in 
minting the Subrahmanpd Priest^ there is to he no 
‘ modification ^ of the term ‘ Harivat ’ 

SUTRA (42). 

It should be eegakdbd as quaufibd by that (one modieioation) 
alone; as there is no connection with those things. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice ; in connection with which the 
SubraJmuifiya-nigada ' has been laid down in the form — ^ Indra agachehha, 
hariva dgadichha, nisdhaiitherrnesah, etc.’ — ^In connection with the Agnisfut, 
it is laid down that ‘ The Svbrahmaiyyd is addressed to Agni \ Hence in the 
latter case, when the aforesaid Svbrahmanyd-nigaAa is recited, the term 
‘ indra ’ is modified into ‘ agni ’. — Now the question arises in regard to 
‘ hariva dgachchha ’ and other terms in the mantra — Are these to be modified 
or not ? ■ 

The view that presents itself as the most reasonable one is as follows ; — 
It should he regarded as qualified by that one modification ; — ‘ quaUfiM by 
that ’ — i.e. qnaUfied by the single qualification that ‘ there is modification 
of the term indra ’, — and the rest of the mantra should be taken as to be 
used in its unmodified form. — “Why so? ” — Because there is no connection 
with these things ; i.e. these words have no connection with ‘ these things ’ 
— ^i.e. with the character of being ‘ harivat ’ and so forth ; that is to say, as 
a matter of fact, the qualities of being ‘ harivat ’ and the rest do not subsist 
in Indra ; there is no proof for the idea that they subsist in Indra ; even 
though non-existent in Him, they are spoken of as belonging to Him. It is 
only in this interpretation that the words retain their Direct Denotation ; 
in any other interpretation, recourse would have to be had to Indirect 
Indication ; that is, the term 'harivat ’ and the rest would, in that case, be taken, 
not as denoting the character of being * harivat but as indicating, through 
that character, some other quality which really subsists in Indra, — ^It might 
be argued that — “ If, as first explained., the terms denote qualities that do 
not subsist in Indra, then they retain their direct denotation and they 
shall not indicate any quality really subsisting in lydra ”. — ^In that case it 
comes to our own view. — Hence the conclusion is that the quality (not 
subsisting in Indra) is spoken of (as subsisting) only for the cake of some 
invisible (transcendental) result ; and hence the words must be used in their 
unmodified form. The best explanation therefore is as follows : — ^The state- 
ment ‘ Indra dgachchha hariva dgachchha, etc.’ imposes upon Indra the 
’•qualities of being ‘ harivat ’ and the rest, — ^the sense being that ‘ Indra, 
equipped with these qualities, tends to bring about prosperity ’. It is 
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Ijossible for Agni also to be coimeoted with the said qualities in the same 
manner (i.e. by imposition).^ — ^Hence we conclude that the words expressing 
those qualities should be used in their unmodified forms. 

The Opponent nfight argue thus — “On the basis of this text itself, 
wMoh speaks of the qualities as actually subsisting in Indra, it should be 
understood that these qualities are present in that Deity". 

Our answer to that is that, even though the qualities are not actually 
present in Indra, the said assertion can be explained as being a mere eulogy (in 
which even non-existent qualities are attributed) ; — ^just as in the assertion 
‘ Devadatta is Indra, he is Brhaspati ’. 


SUTRA (43). 

[Objection] — “ What is urged might be true only if the acts 
(denoted by the qualities in question) were not there ”, 

— IE THIS IS URGED [then the answer is as given in the 
next yS-Stra]. 

Bhdsya. 

[Says the Opponent] — “ If your view is that ‘ the terms “ harvvat ” 
and the rest should be used in their tznmodified form — then what we 
would urge is that this might have been so, if the acts denoted hy the qualities 
in question were not there ; that is to say, if those qualities did not really 
subsist in Indra ; as a matter of fact however, all these qualities do subsist 
in Indra, haying been brought about by his actions. For instance, — (a) 
As regards the phrase ‘ hariva dgachchha ', the Bright and the Dark Fort- 
nights are the ‘ Haris ’ of Indra, in the sense that by means of those two 
he takes up all things ; — (6) Indra has been called ‘ ruMhatithemi^ah ’ 
on accoimt of the fact that having become a ram [mesa), he took away 
Medhdtithi, the son of Kanva ; — (c) Indra is spoken of as ‘ vrsanashmsya 
mene ’ on account of the fact that he loved MenaM, the daughter of Frsa- 
nashva ; — {d) ‘ Oauravaslcandan \ is based upon the fact that ha’ving become 
a whMe deer {gauramrgah), Indra drinks the 6'oma from the forest. — These 
words of the text therefore describe qualities that are actually present in 
Indra. Thus the terms ‘ harivat ’ and the rest denote qualities that actually 
subsist in Indra ; and hence they should be taken as pronounced with a 
view to bring about the idea of Indra ; so that there is no need for 
assuming any transcendental result. — ^Thus the meaning of the text 
would be as follows — ‘ O Indra, please come — You, who are endowed with 
the qualities of being Harivat and so forth The Indirect Indication 
involved in tliis interpretation is certainly more acceptable than the assump- 
tion of a transcendental result (involved in the Siddhanta view). — From all 
this it follows that the terms ‘ harivat ’ and the rest should be modified.” 
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SUTRA (44). 

[ ATiswer ] — ^Not so ; because the words serve a different 

PURPOSE. 

Bhasya . 

It cannot be as has been suggested. As a matter of fact, the terms 
‘ harimt ’ and the rest serve a different piupose ; that is, they serve the 
purpose of eulogising Indra ; it is for the purpose of eulogising him that 
Indra is addressed as ‘ Harimt ’ and the rest ; as we have alreadj'’ explained 
above. And for the purpose of eulogising, the same terms could be apphed 
to Agni also. 

It has been argued that “ the qualities spoken of are actually present 
in Indra, as indicated by such assertions as that ‘ the Purvapahm and the 
Aparapakfia are the two Haris of Indra', and so forth ”. — ^But this is not 
right. Assertions like these do not predicate the actual presence of the two 
Haris in Indra ; as the sentence is construed as ‘ the Bright and the Dark 
Fortnights are the Haris of Indra', because in support of the assertion, 
a reason is adduced ‘ since by means of these, he takes up all tilings ’ ; — 
but it is not known that Indra takes up all things by means of the two 
fortnights ; and it is only a well-known factr— and not one that has itself got 
to be proved — ^that can serve as a reason. As for the well-known fact that 
the two fortnights taJce up — ^i.e. destroy — aU things, in the sense that all 
things finish in time [and the two Fortraghts only represent Tirm\ — in 
this sense there is no difference between Indra and Agni ; as in that sense, 
the words are applicable to Agni also. 

If it be held that — “the words actually predicate the fact of Indra 
being one who takes up ad things (hartr) ", — ^then, in that case, there would 
be a syntactical split ; as it would be necessary to predicate also the fact 
that ‘these two are Indra' s Haris'. — If this is not predicated, then the 
incongruity urged above remains there — ^that is, there- is no difference 
between Indra and Agni. — If it be held that “ what are predicated are the 
Dark and the Bright Fortnights as belonging to Indra, — and these two being 
Hari, Indra comes to be spoken of as Harivat ", — then the objection urged 
before remains — ^that the fact adduced as a reason is not well known at all. 
— ^Then again, the text conteuna the term 'vai', which is never used in 
connection with what is predicated; as it has been found to convey the 
sense of what is Said being well known ; for instance, in such expressions as 
‘ na vai strendni sakhydni santi' {‘There is no friendship with women’]. 

Similarly, as regards the expressions ‘ MMhdtithermesah ' and the 
rest, all this has the appearance of a statement of historical facts ; and if 
they were taken literally in that sense, then it would imply that the Veda 
(as represented by these expressions) has had a beginning in time ; and 
this would be highly objectionaMe. — ^If it be said — “ Be it so [the VedA 
may have had a beginning in time]”, — ^then, in that case, no authority 
would belong to it, and hence the statement regarding ‘ the ram of 
Medhdtithi, the son of Kanm ' need not be accepted as true. — ^Then again. 
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throughout the passage what is enjoined (and predicated) is the ^figada- 
mantra ; hence if anything else also were taken as predicated, there would 
be a syntactical split. 

From all this it is clear that the qualities spoken of do not subsist in 
Indra, and hence the words, not denoting anything subsisting therein, 
should be used in their unmodified forms. 

This conclusion however is not accepted by the Yagmkm (Persons 
learned in sacrificial lore) ; as they do modify the words in question — 
reading the mantra^ in the case of the Agnistut, as ' Agna dgachcMm roM- 
tashva vrddhabhano dhumaketo jdtavMo vicharsana \ 



Adhikabafa (17) : [As embodied in the same 42-44 

interpreted differently]. 

There is to he no modificaidcm m the manvtra ‘ TasywL 
shirtaTfi, eic' 

BM&ya. 

We are citing another text (as to be- dealt with by the same Sutras 
as the above).— 

There is the Sadyaska ^orifice : in conn^tion with which it is said — 

‘ .Sd^d<SrStrk/qtsah sormkrayayah ' [' The Soma is bought with a calf which 
is entire and three years old ‘j ; at the primary sacrifice however the Soma 
is bought with a heifer one year old : in connection with this heifer it is 
declared — ‘ lymn gaaih, iayd ps krvmnn. tasyal shiiam, tmyai sharah, tasyai 
dadhi, tasyai masPu, ta-syd aiahchamam, tasyap navanUam, tasyal glwtam, 
tasyd dmih§d, iasyed •vaf^uim'. [‘ This is the cow. with her I buy thee ; hers 
the Boiled Milk, hers the Cream, hers the Curd, hers the sour Cream, hers 
the Curdled Milk, liers the Butter, hers the Clarified Butter, hers the 
Curdled Pieces, hers the Whey tliis saiue tnowiro comes into the 
Sadyaska in accordance with General Law (that ‘ the Ectype is to be per- 
formed like the Archetype’). 

In regard to tlu.s, there arises the question — Is ‘ modification ' to be 
made only in place of the term ‘ go ’ (changing ‘ w^am gcvuJ^ ' into * ctyam 
vatsah ’], and the rest of the words are to be remain as they are ? — Or are 
they all to be ‘ modified ’ ? 

On this question, the view that presents itself as the most reasonable 
one (set forth under Su. 42) is as follows : — The ‘ modification ’ in the form 
of the Mantra should appertain only to what is denoted by the term ‘ go ’ 
(‘ Cow ’) ; the r^t of the words beginning with ‘ Tasyai shrtam ’ should be 
used in their unmodified form ; because there is no connection between the 
things denoted by these latter — boiled milk and the rest — ^with the one-year- 
old heifer; fcfir the simple reason that the heifer is only one year old, and 
the one-year-old heifer yields no milk ; so that the words in question denote 
things that do not subsist in the heifer either ; and hence in connection with 
the ■ entii’e calf ’ also they should be used in the same unmodified form. 

To this the following objection has been raised (in Su. 43) — “■ You 
seem to think that the words ‘ Slvrtam ’ (‘ boiled milk ’) and the rest denote 
things that do not subsist in the one-yeasr-old heifer. That ixiight liave been 
so, if the qualities spoken of (as implied by the words in questkm) did not 
subsist in the one-year-old heifer at all ; as anxatter of fact, however, all that 
is spolcen of is Vikefy to appear in the heifer after soxne time ; in the case of 
the md/vre-calf on the other hand, there is abscdutely no possibility of its 
ever appearing at any time. Tlirough ref^ring to the qualities expected to 
appear at some future time, tlie words would be talieai as serving the 
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piorpose of commendirig (the heifer) by the a^ertion that ‘ she would yield 
the Boiled Milk and other things’. — -Hence the words in question should 
not be used (at the Sadyaska) in their unmodified forms.” 

This objection is answered in Su. 44, as follows: — ^What has been Just 
urged cannot be right: The words in question must be used in their 
unmodified forms ; all that is denoted by the words cannot subsist in the 
one-year-old heifer, simply because she is only one year old ; it might be 
said that “they are going to appear in her after some time ”r— that might 
be said of the ‘ Entire Calf ’ also ; as a milch cow might be bom through 
that calf and this cow could yield the Milk^ etc . — From all this it follows 
that the words in question should be used in their unmodified forms. 



Adhikabana ( 18 ) : The ‘ Adhrigu-praisa-mantra — 
'‘Direction^ to the Adhrigu Priest — is to he 
omitted in the case of the Ewe dedicated 
to Sarasvati. 

SUTRA (45). 

[Siddhanta] — ^Fbom among the animals to which the same Injunc- 
tion IS applicable, the ‘ Ewe dedicated to Saeasvati ’ 

SHOULD HAVE NO CONNECTION (WITH THE MANTHA), — 

BECAUSE THE MaNTBA MENTIONS ONE PABTICUIAE ' 

GENDER (Masculine) and the ‘ Ewe ’ is 
Feminine. 

BM§ya. 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice, in connection with wMch certain 
aninials have been spoken of (as to be killed) — ‘ The animal dedicated 
to Agni should be killed at the Agni^t'Oma, ~—th.Q animal dedicated to Indra- 
Agni, at the Uhthya, — the animal dedicated to Indra-Vrmi, at the ^odaahin, 
— ^the Ewe dedicated to Sarasvati, at the Atirdtra \ — In connection with the 
Agn^omiya (animal dedicated to Agni-Soma), there is the following mantra 
known as the ‘ Adhrigu-praisa ’ (Direction addressed to the Adhrigu Priest, 
who is also called the ‘ Shamayitr \ the Quarterer of the animars body) — ‘ 
‘ Upanayata medhyddura dshdsdnd rmdhapatibhydm mendha ’ (Taitti. 
Brahmana 3. 6. 6. 1). 

In regard to this, there arises the question^ — Should the Adhrigu 
praisa be pronounced in connection with the Ewe dedicated to Sarasvati ? 
— Or not ? 

[An objection is raised against the question] — “ The said Mantra has 
been enjoined in connection with the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma [which 
is the Archetype of all animal-sacrifices], and as such it is admissible in 
connection with all the animals, in accordance with the General Law relating 
to Archetypes and 'Ectypes; [so that the said question cannot arise at all] 

Answer — It is a hypothetical discussion that we have here, on the 
basis of the notion that the same injimction applies equally to all the 
, animals.'.' 

The answer to the question wliich appears to bo most reasonable is as 
follows : — From among the animals to which the same Injunction is applicable, 
the ‘ Ewe dedicated to Sarasvati ’ should have no connection with the Adhrigu- 
praisa. — “ Why 1 ” — Because ihe Mantra mentions one particular gender ; 
the Adhrigu-prai-sa-manfra has indicated the animal as belonging to a 
particular Gender (Masculine) — in the concluding words of ths Mant/ra— 

‘ Prdsmai agnim bharatd', where the Masculine term (‘aswoi’) has been 

5 
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nseci ; while the ‘ Ewe dedicated to Sarasvati ’ is a female ; — and the pronoun 
iu tlif' Mascniine cannot stand for a female ; — ^lienee the eonciusion is thul. 
the E’we defUatied to Sarmvatl him no conneetion with the Adhrigu-praisa- 
immtra. 

SUTRA (46). 

{tlpponmfs view ]—" In fact, what, is spoksn of is ' .animm.. ’ in 

UKNEHAL ; AS 'THAT IS WHAT IS ENJOINED ; AND TT’ iS THE OLASS 
" ANBIAL ’ IN IJENEBAL TO WHICH THE MASCULINITY 
PEETAINS.” 

Bhdsya. 

The torin ' vd ’ {‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection oi the view set forth 
in the foregoing Sntra, 

“ it is not true that ‘ the Ewe dedicated to Sarasvati ' lias no connection 
with the 'Idhrigu-praim ", because as a matter of fact, th(' Adhrigit-praim 
is to he pronoiincod in connection with the said Ewe also. — ^ Why ? ’ — 
iiMause of the Context ; all the animals have been mentionwl in the name 
Context ; in fact, it is on the basis of this understanding that the tvholo ot 
tills, hypothetical discussion has been started ; consequently the mantra 
becomes connected also with the Ewe dedicated to SaraHvati.—ll has been 
argued that ‘ this would not be right, as the mantra makes use of a particular 
Gender But this is not right ; because what is spoken of is tJhe anhmti in 
general-, what is in close proximity to the Masculinf! pronoun {‘uA'Maf’} 
is the class ‘ animal ’ ; and it is this which would bo spoken ’of (referred to) 
in the words of the mantra — ■* Pra&mai agnim bharafd ]>iishave ’ ; — and it is 
this what is enjoined. The raascnlinity too of the pronoun ('asmai’) is 
what is denoted by the common term ‘ animal ’ ; — and this class -character 
of ‘ animal ’ is pr(.;sent in the Ewe also ; so that when the pronoun would 
be used (in the mantra pronounced in eonneclion with the Ewe) it Would 
stand for the generic term ‘ animal ’ (which includes the Ewe also). — In 
this way, the indication ot the Context would be duly h(>noured. — From 
all this it follow's that the Adhrigu-praisa should be connected with the 
* Ewe dedicated to Sarasvaii 

SUTRA (47). 

[OpponeM's objection armvered ] — ^As a matter of fact, it is a particu- 
lar ANIMAI. ; AS THAT IS THE THING SIGNIFIED BY THE WORD 

BMsya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ implies the rejection of the view just .sot forth. 

It is not right to say that the ‘ Ewe dedicated to RarasvatT ’ should 
be connected with the Adhrigu-praiaa ; what is right is the other view—that 
it should not bo connected. — “ Why ? ” — Because it is a pariicvlar animal, 
m that is the thing signified by the word ; what the term (‘ asmai ’) i.s capable 
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(li .-.i^^nilX'iTig is tt m/il-e, while the tiling in question — the E%ve-— is fmmle ; 
nuii n \v(irfi iu t.hf« Mas(iuline Gender cannot signify a female. So that the 
rigiu \-iew is whet we explained at the very outset funder Sfi. 45) ; all. that 
remains to h(^ done is to point out the incongruities in the view of the 

Opponent. 

SUTEA (48). 

But WUA.T .is really signified is the class ‘ animal the word 
BEING ONE and THE SAME.” 

BMsya. 

It has Ix^ori tirgiied (under Sii. 46) that— “ the word %vou|d be taken as 
r<3feiTing to the class ‘ atiimal ’ ; fM word, signifying the claas ‘animal’ and 
the indt.vvlwtl unhnal, h&inff one and, the same ; henee the Ewe could be 
conncctoil with the words of the Mantra— Prdsniai, etc.’ ”, 

Tliis argumtMit litis got to be refuted [and this is going to be done in tlus 
foliow'itig >Sh«fra j — 

SUTEA (49). 

In re.\lity, it shodld be as we ha.ve explained above ; 
because of proximity. 

Bhasya. 

It should be as ur. have explained above ; — that is, the ‘ Ewe dedicated to 
Snrasvail ’ should have rifi couneetion with the Adhrign-jiraim. — “Why” ? — 
Because} of tiie retisou alretidy <}xplainc.d, — that is, the other view is in- 
compatible. with the ge.nder of tlie word u.sed in the rmintra. 

It has })Oun argued that— “ [in the event of the Mantra being used 
iu conneetiu!! witli th<i Kwe\ the ])rououn asmai ') could be taken as 
con’elaied to the Dtiu ‘auinuii’ (which signifies animal in general)”, — 
Tins howcviT is not possible ; — why 1 — because of proximity ; i.e. the 
Pronoun always stands for what is in close proximity to it ; — so that tlie 
Mantra should bo {•uunectiid with that thing which is verbally in close 
fn'Dximity to it; and it is only when there is no .such thing there as is 
eipiipped with the same gender and other charaet<‘ristic;s as the Pronoun 
itself — tiiat it is taken as standing for what is in <dose proximity to it materi- 
ally. By reason of this proximity, the pronoun can stand for an individual 
liiidowcd with only one qnalitication (that of gcaider) ; hence on account of 
proximity, there is only one generic factor (that of MasetdinUy) that is 
aiice-iitod as signifit^d, and not any other generic entity in tiio shape of the 
class ‘animal’ and the like. Hence when the term ‘animal’ is actually 
pronounced, the ti^rm would abstract the class ‘ animal ’ from the Individual, 
and weeau have tlie construction * asntai pashaveA ; when, on the other liand, 
the word ‘animal’ is not pronounced, the pronoun Ammi ' comes to he 
exjiressive of the particular gender only, — Hence it follows that the Mantra 
in cpiestion has no cormoction with the ‘ Ewe dedicated to Earasvati \ 
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This is a p\irely hypothetical disexission ; hence it is not necessary to 
explain the purpose served by it. In {act, this is a discussion which sxxpplies 
the instance where use is made of the consideration of the question as to 
whether the accessory details relating to animals appertain to the Agnisomlya 
animal only, or they are common to all the animals. If the accessories 
belong to all in common (dealt with imder 3. 6. 3 1 )— then the ‘ Ewe dedicated to 
SarasvaM ’ is not connected with the Adhrigu-praisa ; — on , the other hand, 
if the accessories appertain to the Agnisomlya .anixnal only, then the 
Adhrigu-praisa becomes connected with the Ewe, but in the modified form 
(the Masculine Pronoun being changed into the Feminine one). — It is not 
necessary to explain the purpose of what is itself a purpose. 
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Adhikabana (19)':. In the ‘ Yajnayajhlya 8aman\ the 
term ‘"ird’’ should he usfd in place of the term 
‘ giro. 

SUTRA (50). 

[Sjebdhanta] — In a case whbee the 'Veda itself lays down a form 

DIFFEBENT FKOM WHAT OCCDBS IN THE VbDIC TEXT, THERE 
MUST BE MODIFICATION, BY REASON OF THAT 
DECLARATION. 

Bhdsya. 

There is tJie Jyotistoma sacrifice, laid down in the text — Desiring 
Heaven, one should perform the Jyotistoma sacrifice ’ ; — at this sacrifice, 
the y ajikiyajniya-mman [i.o. the verse ‘ Yajfmyajndvo agnaye gird glr-d ha 
dak§aae\ {Vajasaneya-Sam, 27. 42, Sa:trm-Veda-8am}iitd 1. 35} set to music] 
is sung in connection with this Sdman, it is laid down — ‘ One should not 
pronounce the words gird-gird, if the IJdgdtr priest pronounces the words 
gird gird, he swallows himself, — Alienee the Sdman should be sung by changing 
gird into ird . 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is one to use the term 
‘ ird' ’ or the term ‘ (/ird ’ [the two forms being regarded as optional 
alternatives] ?— Or should one use the term ‘ ird ’ only ? 

The view that presents itself as the most reasonable is as follows 
In a case where tiie Veda itself lays down a fortn different from what occurs in 
the Vedic text, there must be m<xlification ; that is to say, the Veda lays down 
the use of the term ‘ ird ’ which is different from the term ‘ gird \ which 
latter is what occurs in the Vedie text, dealing with the Jyolistonia ; and 
inasmuch as thi'. form ‘ ird ’ has been particularly specified, it should set aside 
tlie form ‘ gird ’ which occurs only in a general way. 

SUTRA (51). 

[The Opponents objeGtion to Ihe Siddhd,nta viev )] — “ In reality, 

BOTH FORMS SHOULD BE USED, BECAUSE THE REASON IS THE 
SAME ; ipiNCE AS SERVING THE SAME PURPOSE, THE 
TWO FOItMS SHOULD BE TREATED AS 
OPTIONAL ALTERNATIVES.” 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejefition of the view set. 
forth above. 

“The use should not be restricted to the word ' ml \ — both forms 
should be used ; tliat is, both the forms may bo used.-*- Wluch t.wo forms t 
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— 'rLr ■ im ' and the fomi ‘ gira ’ ; — because the. reason -s the sdr-a ^ 

ihii word ^ gml ’ ocexirs in tlio Veda, and it is iindorslood ilmt the Jgotkiottm 
i-atiridee shoidd he :u‘f'oui.}>lished by means of the Sdman'in wrdu-ii that WMii! 
oeoiin:; — and it ivS also nitderstood that the sju'ririce is fo ht“ ^sf‘e<aj(|di.siis <1 
hy inean.'i of tite %wrtl ‘ ird' (as used in the Sdittnn) tiuu huthi thi-M- 

words i-^ervo the same ])iirpose ; — i.e. the one, as well as the other, is usi-d. 
fur ilie jHirptjse of euiogising; — hence the two words — ' ird ' iuid 'gird'’—- 
should he trajlcd as optional alternatives.’’'’ 

StiTRA (52). 

[Obj&iion — mnd ' iid (' d \ — “ Also beoause. the Saman has been 

ENJOINED.” 

‘"The Hiddhdntln says — ‘The two' words do not stand on the same 
footing: the word ’’gird’ merely occurs in the Vedic text, while the %vord 
' h'u'' is enjoined, as to be used’. — This is not right why ? — because the 
Sdman has been enjoined; the use of the Sdtnan has been enjoined in the 
text ‘ 'rhey sing the Yajfmyajniya \ and the Yajndyajhlya-vovm contains 
the word ’gird’; so that when the verse has bwn enjoined, the word 
‘ gird ' also becomes enjoined. — ^From all this it follows that the two words 
should be treated as optional alternatives,” 


SUTRA (53). 

{SiddhdTdin’s answer to the Oppomenfs objection] — In eeality, thbee 
SHOULD BE BISTEICTION ; BECAUSE OE THE SPECIFIC VeDIC 
text; the OTHBB would be treated LIKE THE 
‘ NUMBER SEVENTEEN 



tn reality, the use should be restricted to the word ' ird \ “ Why ‘1 ” -- 

Bevmise of the specific Vedic text; the use of the word ‘ mt’ has been iuid 
down by the spociiic Vedic text — ‘ It should be sung l\v changing into ird ’ ; 
while tlie term “ gird ’ is spoken of only in a general way ; nnd as such Iio^r 
could it be relattxi to the Sdman to be sung’? In fat‘i., the word ’■gird’ 
mercl^V occurs in the text, — ^it is nowhere enjoined as to be used ; that it is 
to ho used can only be assumed on the basis of the Presumption that 
unless the word were uttered the Sdman could not be formed; in the case 
of tluj word '■ ird ’ on the other hand, that it should be ustd is directl.v 
enjoined in the Veda itself ; and when the Sdman required wouhl be accoin- 
piishod with this enjoined word ‘ im there would be no'* ground for the 
presumption of the use of the word ‘ gird 

Qmstion — “In that case, where would there be room for the form 
‘ ijird ’ which occurs in the text us the ordinary form ? ” 
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'0 . . ■ ■ ■ 

Aylswcr — J'hr- other would be tmikd like the ' wimdior sorcnfera \ — it i=‘ 
trut. f. li.it> the form (jirdd is laid down in the ordinary test; ant! ic- coo Id 
'■1 a"i*ii,tcd like the numher ‘ savcutoi-ii ’ ; iliat just as riio EosinUf''! 
■ eic.vt iitW'O ' (ill cunnootion with ihh SdofUlmtis) iinds rooia in th(“- Jveynai 
,->ir'?iSkc'.s (as '.'xplained under ik (k i>), so et)uiu the t'orni ' idni ' aiss; 
'.AeJ In Uu: Siletypal sacrifieos. 




ADHrKAB-ANA (20) : The word ‘ ird * should be set to music. 


SUTRA (54). 


[Pobvapaksa] — “ The word being difeebbnt, as it does not appbae 

IN A FORM SET TO MUSIC, IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS ENJOINED 
TO BE USED EXACTLY IN THE EOBM IN WHICH IT IS 
MENTIONED.” 

Eha^a. 

In connection with the Yajnayaymya-Sdman sung at the Jyotistoma 
sacrifice, we read — ‘ One should not pronounce the words gird gird, — ^if the 
Udgatr-priest were to pronounce the words gird gird, he ‘ would swallow 
himself, — Whence one should sing the Sdman by cllanging gird into — 
and it has been settled that at the Jyotistoma, one should use the word 
‘ ird ’ in place of the word ‘ gird 

The question that arises now is — ^When the word ‘ ird ’ is used, should 
it be used as set to music ? Or without being set to music ? 

On this question, the Purvapak^a view is as follows: — “When we 
find that the word mentioned in the Veda (i.e. ‘ ird ’) is different from the 
word * gird ’ (which is what is foimd in the original Manim-text),— we 
assert that the word ‘ ird ’ should be used without being set to music. — 
Why 1 — -Becattae it does not appear in a farm set to mtisic ; the form in which 
the word " ird ’ has been enjoined is not one set to music ; and every word 
should be used exactly in the form in which it has been. enjoined. — ‘It is 
not true that the word ‘ ird ’ has been enjoined in a form not set to music ; 
in fact, it has been enjoined by means of a nominal affix (the word used being 
airam which is derived from ird with the aiy affix), by which a parti- 
cular accent becomes indicated — It may be that there is a particular 
accent ; but no such musical syllables as ‘ d-i ’ and the like have been laid 
down (which would mean that the word is meant to be set to music) ; in 
fact, the nominal affix (‘an’) has been added to the term ‘ im’ in its simple 
(unmodified) form ; whence it follows that the word should be used in that 
simple unmodified form (without being set to music). — ^It might bo argued 
that — ‘ the use of the simple form of the word as it stands is not what is 
meant to be enjoined ’. — Our answer to this is that there is no reason in 
support of the idea that such use is not meant ; while in support of the 
idea that such use is meant we have this fact itself that it is in that simple 
form that it is mentioned m the text. — ®Vom aU this it follows that the 
word ‘ ird ’ should be used without being set to music.” 
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SOTRA (56). 

[SbOBHInTA] — BB ilATY, THAT SAME MUSIC SHOULD APPLY (TO ‘ IRA ’) 

WHICH IS POUND IN THE WORD IN WHOSE PLACE THAT WORD 
IS USED ; BECAUSE THE IMPORTANT POINT IS THAT THE 
WORD SHOULD BE DIFEEBENT. 

BhSsya. 

The term ‘ vd’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view f?et forth 
above. 

That W|gpd (‘ gird ’) in whose place the word ‘ i/rd ’ is used, — the music 
of that same word should be applied to the word ‘ ird\ — “Why?” — 
Became the importarU, poird is that the 'toord should be dijf e/rent. In the 
declaration that ‘ the word ird is to be used, in place of the word grira 
the important factor is that the, word should be different, — not that that 
word should be used in a form not set to music. In fact, the form of 
ve!fbal expression used in the enjoining of some peculiarity of the word 
‘ -^d ’ woujji be entirely different from that used in the enjoining of the 
word ‘ ird ’ itself. The form in which the injunction is actually found is — 

‘ One should sing the Sdman after having adopted a modification in the form 
^ of the word ird ’ ; so that what is enjoined is simply the' word ’’■i/rd — not the 
word as apart from music ; — ^as all that is said is that ‘ one should pronouiic® 
the modification in the form of the word ird ’ , not that of the word ‘ gwd ' ; 
and this idea has been expressed by means of the nominal afii;£ (in the tei’m 
‘ airam ’) ; and the nominal affix does not provide the idea that ‘ the modi- 
fication in the form of the word ‘ ird ’ which is to be used should be one mh 
set to music ’ ; — it is only subsequently that the nominal affix would express the 
idea that ‘the modified form should be used and this is what comes to 
be reiterated ; the sense being that ‘ what is enjoined is what is denoted 
by, the basic noun ird’. Thus what the injunction is meant to lay down 
is that a different word (from ‘ gird’) should be used, — and not that that word 
should not be set to music ; in fact, being set to mmic is only a ‘ modification ’ 
of the word, and it is ‘ modification ’ in general that is laid down by the 
Injunction. 

SUTRA (56). 

Also because it is actually connected with singing. 

Bhdsya. 

The connection of singing is there ; the text ‘ Udgeyamd ird chd ddksdsd ’ 
clearly shows that there is singing of 'ird’. 

StJTRA (57). 

“ It may be mere assertion ”, — le this is urged [then the answer 

would be as given in the following Sutra]. 

[Says the Opponent}— “ If you think that the text quoted indicates 
singing , — ^then you are wrong ; it is not so ; in feict, the text ‘ Udgeya md 
inrd. etc. * ma y mean mere assertion,’* : 


SUTRA (68). 


That cannot be ; because that is the principal eactoe. 



What has been ijrged is not po^ble ; because in the text quoted, 
us the principal factor . — “What is the, princapal factor ? ’’—The word 
ira ’ is the principal factories that is what is, laid down ; music is not the 
prino^p^l factor; as that is not what is laid down,— as we have already 
ej^plained. So also the conainendation that is found is that of the word 
‘ ird not of the music — ^The text ‘ Irdmaham yajamano daddn% etc.’ eontains 
a commendation of the word, *ird\ not of tlie From all this it 

follows that the word Sm ’ should be used a^,se# to music. 

Question — “ Wiiat is the use of all this dispuasaon ? We do not perceive 
apjif difference (between the two views) ”. 

Answer — ^This discussion is of use in the case of another text — ‘ One 
should not pra-pra, one should aa.y pra-pri ’ ; in the case of this text, if 
the Purvapaksa view is right, one rnight \jse either the phrase '"pra-pra’ 
or ‘ prapri ’ ; while, if the Siddhdnta view is right, one must ^lse the word 
‘priapri’. 


Mad of PSda- i UK. 



ABHYIYAIX. 

PABA 11. 

ADHiKABA]g[4 (1) i it i«.% ‘ wmic " ihM is mttsd 

^8aman\ 

S0TBA (1). 

[PCfBVAPAK^A]— S ome people BEGAKD the WfANTBA AS ‘Saman ’,— 
ON THE QBOHJ?!) OE ‘ Sm^TI ’ AHH ‘ TEACHING 

jS&ofiya. 

There are the S4man » — ^name^i (1) "raihanki,ra\, (2) ‘brhat\ (3) 
‘ rnirUpa % (4) ‘ mirdja (5) ‘ sWJiwira % and (6) ‘ mimta conneetion. 
with the mantras ‘ Abhi ivd shura nonumah, etc.’ (^Igveda, 7. 32. 22) and 
others. 

In regard to this, there arises the following question — ^Does the name 
‘ Soman ’ apply to these mantras as sung ? — Or to the music (to which the 
mar^Toa are set) ? 

01^'ection against the question — “li has been already decided, under 
Sutra 2. 1. 36, that ‘ the name Soman is applied to the music ’ ; [why then 
should the said question be raised again , 

Ansioer — ^Under Discourse II, the subject being considered was the 
injunctive potency of the verb contained in a Mantra, — ^and when the 
doubt - arose as to the existence of mantras at all, it became necessary to 
prove their existence, and to that end the definition of ‘.mantra^ was provided 
in the form that ‘ The name Mantra is applied to those texts tliat are ex- 
pressive of the said assertion of things connected with prescribed acts ’ (Su. 
2. 1. 32) ; — ^then, in view of the text ‘ AM hudhniya maniram me gopdya 
yamr my astray ividd viduk rcho yajumsi sdmdni ’, — ^where the three kinds of 
mantra, and the rest, have been mentioned,' — ^it became necessary to 
make a distinction among Mantras, — and it was in that connection that 
the definition of ‘ Sdman ’ was provided under Su. 2. 1. 36 — ‘ The name 
Soman is applied to the music ’. [This has been done there only by the 
way, and the said definition w^as not meant to be a definite statement to 
the effect that it is the music, and not the mantra as set to music, that is 
called ^ Sdman — On that occasion no special consideration was given 
to the specific question as to whether the name ‘ Sdman ’ applies to the 
marUra set to nmsic or to the music itself,— because whether it applies to 
one or the other, it remains distinct from the other two Idnds of Mantra, 
the ]^k and the Yajus ; so that the threefold division remains intact-; and 
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there was thus no need to investigate the further question regarding the 
more precise connotation of the term ^ Soman On the present occasion, 
on the other hand, inasmuch* as the operation in connection with the 
mantra set to music would be distinct from that in connection with the music, 
an attempt is made to find out the exact connotation of the term. 

“ But this also is well known that the term ‘ Soman ’ connotes the 
act of singing ^'' 

The answer to this is that the same fact is again reiterated, for the 
purpose of reminding people of it, with a view to introducing the further 
question — ^It being well known that the name ‘ Soman ’ applies to the 
music, the further question arises — ^In the music, are the verses (mantras) 
the predominant (primary), or the subordinate (secondary), factor ? [This 
is dealt with imder Su. 3 to 13.] 

Says the Questioner—" For the purpose of reminding people of a well- 
ascertained fact, it is not necessary to bring forward the contrary view ; 
for instance, there is no need for recalling the (Purvapaksa) theory that 
‘ the name Sdman applies to the mantras ’ [as has been done in the 
present Sutra] 

The answer to this is as follows The contrary view (Purvapaksa) 
also has been set forth here only for the purpose of reminding people of the 
Siddhdnta view ; so^that what people are reminded of is the fact that (on 
the former, occasion) having put forward the Purvapaksa view, that ‘ it is 
the mantra-text set to music that is called Sdman it has been finally settled 
that ‘ it is the music that is called Sdman And this being already known, 
it becomes necessary to consider the further question — ^In the music, are 
the verses (Mantras) the predonoinant, or the subordmate, factor ? [If 
the mantra set to music is Sdman, then the Mantra is the predominant factor, 
while, if it is the music that is Sdman, then the Mantra is the Suhordivate 
factor]. 


On this question then, the Purvapaksa view is as follows: — "Some 
people think it is the mantra as sung (set to music) that is Sdman. — On 
what groxmds ? — On the ground of ‘ Smrti ’ and ‘ teaching ’ ; — there are 
Smrti-texts to the effect that ‘ The mantra sung is Sdman \ and the revered 
Vedic Teachers also impart the same teaching to their pupils. — [Objection] 
— ‘ If what the Smrti-text says is the samei as what is taught, then the 
teaching cannot be regarded as a separate ground (reason) — [Answer] — 
True ; then we shall explain the ‘ teaching ’ in a different manner : the 
‘ teaching ’ (referred to in the Sutra) is that contained in the text — ‘ Ahe 
budhniya mantram me gopdya^yamrscvyastrayividd viduh rcho yajurrm sdmdni 
where it is made clear that Sdman is a hinA oi Mantra ; here thus we have 
the ‘ teaching ’ to the effect that the name ‘ Sdman ’ applies to the mantra 
(not to the music) ; and from this ‘ Teaching ’ we conclude that it is the 
Mantras that axe Sdm,an.^ 
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SUTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta] — The rNcoJrGRUiriBS involved in this view have 

BEEN ALREADY EXPLAINED. 

Bhdsya. 

The incongruity involved in the above view has already been explained 
under Discourse VII (Pada ii), that in connection with the text ‘ Kavatlm 
rathantdram gdyati \ as there can be no space in the verse, it would bo 
necesswy to have recourse to the indirect indication of either place or 
characteristic details {Bhd^a on Su. 7. 2. 21]. — From all this it follows that 
the name ‘Sdman^ applies to the music, not to the mantra-texts set to 
music. 


Adhikaraija (2) : The, ‘ Uka-texts ’ should he regarded as 
‘ human ’ in their origin. 

Bh&§ya. 

Sutras (1) and (2) may be explained. in the following manner as 
representing the following Adhikaraiaa : — 

There is the ‘ Cha-text — ‘ Kaydnashchitra dbhuvat, etc.’ (Samaveda, 
Saifa. 1. 169 and 2. 32) ; in regard to this the question arises — Is this text 
scriptural and eternal ? Or is it one that has been thought out and sung 
(by men)? 

The Purvapaksa (set forth in Sutra 1) is as follows : — “ Some people 
think that the — ‘ Uha-sdman ’ texts are mantras and as such scriptural 
and eternal. — On what grounds ? — On the ground of ‘ SmHi ’ and ‘ Teaching ' ; 
there is the Smrti — to the effect that the texts are mantras and hence 
scriptural and eternal, and they impart the same teaching to their pupils. — 
Obfection : ‘ The Smrti and the Teaching are the same (and hence the two 
should not have been mentioned as two reasons) — ^True ; hence we are 
quoting another ‘teaching’ — ^in the shape of the Brahmana-declaration, 
‘ ’OhashchiJdrsitah ’ the term ‘ chiMrsitah ’ means what is desired, — ^the affix 
‘ San'' (which is present in the term ‘ chiJdrsitali ’) having been laid down as 
having the desiderative force ; and the 'Oha-iext could be ‘ desired ’ only if 
it were equal to the Veda, and not the conscious work of an author ; on the 
other hand, if it were conaposed by an author, it could not be trustworthy, 
and hence not ‘ desired ’ as to be used at the sacrifice and yet we find the 
term ‘ chiJdrsitah ’ used in the Brahmana-text quoted (in reference to the 
Uha-text) ; hence the tfha-text should be regarded as eternal,” 

The Siddhanta (as sot forth in Su. 2) is as follows: — ^What has been 
just set forth declares its own incongruity j in explaining the groimds for 
youi' view, you have yourself declared its weak point — viz. : tlie statement 
‘ OhashchiMrsitah ’ ; this means that ‘ the Oha-text is meant to be made ' ; 
and this es&n be said only of what is net et&mal. — It has been argued that 



‘the term chiHrmta means desir^, the affix jSan having the • desiderative 
force . — The answer to this is as foUows—It is true that the term means 
desired, — ^bnt what it means is that, iJmt which is made to bring abdut what 
is desired is itself desired to be made ; and for this reason the 'Oha-Usct most 
be non-eternaL— As for the argument that — “ it should be regarded as 
eternal, on the ground of Smrti”, — ^such a Smrti has no authority, 
having, as it has, a visible source. There is the declaration that ‘One 
should sing the Rathantara on the Kavati-veTScs'' ; and it is from this 
deelaration of ‘ transference ’ that we derive the first notion that on the 
basis of reasoning, the singing of the Sdman should be done in this manner ; 
and it is on this first notion that the Smrti (referred to by the Purvapakpin) 
is based ; and as such, it cannot be regarded as authoritative ; and hence the 
Uha-text must be regarded as the taork of man (non-eternal). 

“ What is the purpose served by this discussion ? ” 

According to the Purvapaksa what is contrary to reason would also 
be authoritative ; while according to the Siddhania, what is contrary to 
reason cannot be authoritative. 


Adhikarana (3) .: The ‘ Saman ’ is an ‘ emhelUshmeni ’ 

of the Verse, 

SOTRA (3). 

[PtJBVAPAKSA— “ VbBILY IT SHOUIJ) B® ESGABBBD AS A 

Pbimaey Act; because thebe is the sign of the 
Injunction.” 

BTUtsyia. 

The s»mo Sdnmns are the subject-matter of this discussion , also, — ^Irs 
regard to thesci it has been settled that it is the music that is called 
‘‘iSdman’. The question that arises now is — ^In reference to tlw 
(set to music), is the Mmic the Primary or tlie Secondary factor ? 

Objection — “ It has been already decided that wlmt the term«‘i5J^a«m ’ 
denotes is an act of emb^ishm^ (which must be the secondary faotor)-r- 
under Su. 7. 2. 13.” 

Ansttwr — True ; but here we start with objecting tc thtit conc!uai<aaif— ^ 
and here also the final conclusion will l>e the same. 

In answer to the question raised, the view that preseaats it^lf as the 
most reasonable is that, — ^in accordance with the AdhikarainM referred to 
(i,e. Su. 7. 2. 13), the. Music must be regarded as an, act of embeUishmmt (and 
hence secondary). • 

Agains t that view, we have the following view [which is the Purvapakf^ 
of the present Adhikarayct] — “ What is called ‘ Sdman ’ should be r^arded 
as a primary act.—* What is the reason for this ? ’ — ^Herein is preamt 
the sign of the Injunction of a primary act, — ^in the shape of the Accusalave 
Ending in ‘ Bathaniaram gayati ’ [where ‘ raBiantara ’ is the name of a 
particular Sdman} ; — hence it should be regarded as a Primary act. — T bon 
again, the singing (music) is done at the time of the performance of a 
sacrifice ; — ^if then the music be held to be an ‘ embellishment ’ of the offering - 
material, — -then, inasmuch as that material has been atoeady ‘embellished’ 
(before the commencement of the sacrifice), it could not be ‘embellished’ 
by yet another invisible ‘ embellishment ’ during the time of the perform- 
ance ; for example, what is already smooth cannot bo smoothixl again, 
or what is 'already ground cannot be grotmd again. For this reason, the 
act (if it is to be an ‘ embellishment ’) would have to be regarded as to be 
done at a time when the sacrifice is not being performed, — jtist as in the 
case of the Fires ; [and this would be incompatible with the fact that the 
singing of the Sdman is done during the performance of the sacrifice]. 
— In accordance with our view, on the other hand, being itself a Primary 
act, the sinking would bring about its own result ; and h«ee there would 
be no incongruity in the singing being done at a time other than, that of the 
performance of the sacrifice. — Thfin again, it has been enjohxed that — 
‘ Having t 0 .ken up the observances <m the Full Moon Day of the month of 
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tSh/rom^, on© should carry on Vedio Study for four montlis and a half ’ ; 
and the singing (of the Soman) would bo conducive to the result of these 
observances ; mxder any other view, the Result, mentioned in connection 
with the men. (taking up the observances), would have to be assumed as 
foliowing from thoso observances thwnsselves (which cannot be right).-— 
For this reason also, the singing should be regarded as a Primary aot''^ 

SUTRA (4). 

[PiJBVAPAK§A— " It has the verse for its substance,— 

SUCH BEING THE DIRECT DECLARATION : — AS IN THE CASE OF 
THE ‘ PlKAYAJilA 

Bhdsya. 

“Our Opponent argues as follows: — ‘You say that the avncfi/ng is a 
Primary act ; but in reality, it cannot be a Primary act ; because it brings 
no f:ighit ; if a fruit were assumed, it would mean the assumption of some- 
thing unheard of ; hence the singing should be regarded as subordinate to 
the sacrifice. If it is not so subordinate (and if it is a primary act by itself), 
then (we ask) what is that Substance, in reference to which the singing 
would be a primary act ? ’ — Our answer to this is as follows : — It has th^ 
verse for its substance •, in regard to tbe singing, the Verse takes the place 
of the ‘ substance ’ ; that is to say, just as the ‘ substance ’ helps in the 
accomplishment of an ordinary act, so does the verse help in the accom- 
plishment of the singing ; and hence in reference to the verse, the singing 
is a primary act ; as an accomplished entity is always mentioned for the 
sake of that which is to he accomplished. — ' But how do you know that 
the singing has the verse for its substance ? ’ — We learn it from direct 
declaration ; there are such declarations as ‘ J^chi sama gdyati ' (‘Sings the 
Samari in the verse ; — just as in the case of the Pakayaghas, such sub- 
stances have beeii declared a.s ‘ Ldjd ’ (Fried grains), ‘ Dhdnd ' (Parched 
grain), ‘ Tandula ’ (Rice), ‘ Ajya ' (Clarified Butter),- — so, in the case of 
the singing, the substance is the ‘ pk ’ (Verse).” 

SUTRA (5). 

[P^ViSfAPAKii A— concluded ] — ” Nob is thebe anything incongruous 

IN ITS ‘ ABSENCE ’ IN, AND ‘ TRANSFERENCE ’ TO, ANOTHER 

SUBSTANCE.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ Says the Opponent — ‘That particular verse which has been declared 
to be related to the Singing may be the substance of that singing ; but 
when there is another substance, or when there is transference (of one 
Sdman) to another substance, — ^how can this other substance be regarded 
as the subst-ance of that Sdman t [For instance, the verse ^ A bfwtvd slvDn'a, 
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etc.’ is the declared substance of the Bathantara SarrMn;— -how then can* 
that same Bathantara, when sung in connection with the verse ‘ Kaya nash- 
chUra, etc.’ — be said to have this latter verse for its siibstance Our 
answer to this is as follows : — There is 'no incongruity in this ; Sdman is- 
more music, the svbstxmx is only what is declared to be the means of 
accomplishing that music ; and this substance has been laid down in 
the most general form- (‘ sings the Sdman in a verse no special verse being 
specified) ; so that when any particular substance, (verse) is specified (as 
pertaining to the singing), this special substance naturally sets aside the 
idea oi substance (verse) in general. As a matter of fact, it is the mere 
music, apart from the substance (verse), which is called ‘ ratharUara ’ or 
‘ tfito ’ ; so. that there is no incongruity at all. — From all this it follows that 
the Sdman (Singing) is a primary act.” 

SOTRA (6). 

[SrpDHiNTA] — ^B pT it CANNOT BE SO ; BECAUSE IT SUBSERVES THE 
PURPOSE OE THE WORDS, 



The term ‘ itt ’ (‘but’) serves to reject the view set forth above. It 
eaimot be true that the Sdman (singing) is a primary act ; it should be 
regarded as a secondary act. — “ Why so ? Became it subserves the purposes 
of the word ; the Sdman (Singing) is clearly perceived to be something helpful 
to the words ; inasmuch as when the Sdman is uttered, the syllables of 
the verse become distinctly uttered : And this perceptible msult being 
there, it is not necessary to assume an imperceptible (transcendental) 
result [which would be necessary if the Sdman (Singing) were a primary act], 

SUTRA (7). 

Also because the words serve \ different 

PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

The words too (of the verses) serve a different purpose ; i.e. — ^they 
serve the purpose of praising ; from such texts as ‘ Ajyaih stuvale 
‘ PrstJiaih siuvatV [‘They praise with the Ajya {Sdman); they 
praise with the Prstha (Sdman) ’], it is clearly understood that 
what is enjoined here is Praising by means of the syllables of the verse 
which are pronounced distinctly (in the Singing). Thus then, though the 
verse clearly serves the purpose of praising, it would have to be assumed 
— under the Purvapaksa view — ^to subserve the purposes of the Sdman 
(Singing) ; while there is no authority for any such assumption. — 'For this 
reason also, the Sdman (Singing) should be regarded as a secondary factor. 

a 
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SUTRA (8). 

FuRTHEB, THERE WOXJIiD BE NO CONNECTION WITH THE ACT, 

AS (according to the PiJBVAPAKSA) THE TWO TERMS 
WOTTUD HAVE DIFFERENT CONNOTATIONS, 

BMsya, 

For the following reason also, the Saman (Singing) should be regarded 
as a secondary factor.—" For what reason ? ” — There would he no connection 
—of the Saman, with the Praise (involved in the Hymn) ; because if (as held b 3 ’- 
the Purvapaksin) the Saman were the primary factor, then it would be the 
Praise that would have to be taken as laid down as appertaining to the 
Saman, — and not the Saman as appertaining to the Praise ; — ^and this would 
militate against the declaration — ‘ Brhat prstham bhavati, Baihantaramprstham 
bhavati ’ [where ‘ hrhat ’ and ‘ rathantara ’ are the names of Saman, and 
‘ prstha ’ is the name of the Praise or Hymn] ; — ^what this declaration 
really lays down is that ‘ the Pfstha, Hynm, is one of which the Baihaniara 
[Saman) is the qualifyiti^ factor ’ ;—fthd thSiS etrald be possible only if the 
Saman were taken as subserving the purposes of the verse ; as in that ease 
the Saman confers a perceptible benefit upon the Pfstha (Hymn-Prai^) in 
that it clearly brings out its words. Now this would be possible only if the 
terms ‘ rathantara ’ and ‘ PT?tha ’ were co-substrate and if they connoted 
the same thing; if they had difierent connotations, then there would be 
no connection. [In the sentence ‘ Bathantaram prstham bhavati ’, according 
to the Purvapak§a, the term ‘ rathardam ’ connotes the Miisic (Saman), 
and the term ‘ prstha ’ connotes the Praise-Hymn ; so that, both being 
primary factors, no co-substrateness or ‘ apposition ’ between these two would 
be possible. According to the Siddharda, on the other hand, the term 
‘ roUhantara ' indicates ‘ that of which the Bathantara-Saman is a qualifica- 
tion ’, and thereby it is easy to secure its ‘ apposition ’ (co-substrateness) to 
the Pr§tha, the Praise-Hymn]. — ^From this it follows that the Saman 
(Singing) is subordinate to (i.e. a qualification of) the verse. 

SUTRA (9). 

lObjection] — “ If it were an ‘ embellishment it would be done 

APART FROM THE SACRIFICIAL AoT,-^LIKB THE FiRB -INSTALLA- 
TION ; AS IT WOULD HAVE BEEN ALREADY DONE.” 

Bhdaya. 

It has been argued (tuider Su. 3) that — "If the Singing were an 
embellishment of the verse it woxild have to be regarded,' — ^like the rite of 
Fire-installation — as to be done at a time other than (i.e. before) that of 
the performance of the sacrifice, — ^because it would have been already done 
[and hence need not be done again during the sacrificial performance] ”. — 

This has got to be refuted ; [and this refutation follows in the following 
Sutra}— 
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The use of the words (during the performance op the sacrifice) 

WOULD HAVE BEEN REGAIUOBD AS NOT TO BE DONE, ONLY IF 
IT WERE IMPOSSIBLE TO DO IT. 

Bhdsya. 

(a) If the singing done before the sacrificial performance could continue 
tiU the time of that performance, and did not cease, — ^then it would ham 
been regarded as not to he done again (at the performance) [as happens in 
the case of the Fire-installation ; the Fire having been installed before the 
sacrificial performance, continues to exist at the time of the performance, 
and hence the inMcddation is not done again] ; — or (&) if it were impossible 
to do the sinking at the time of the performance,— rthen too it would 

ham been regarded as not to he done. — ^As a matter of fact, however, it is quite 
possible for the words that have been sung (before the sacrificial perform- 
ance) to be used (sung) again. Consequently the words could very well 
be used (sung) again at the time of the performance, on the groxmd that, 
as used at another time, they do not help in the performance at all; and 
hence there would be nothing wrong in it. 

StJTRA (11). 

Also because it rests upon it. 

Bhdsya. 

Then again, there is a, text which clearly indicates that the singing 
rests upon (is to be done at) the time of the sacrificial performance : There 
is the declaration — ‘Having touched the Post made of Udumbara wood, 
the JJdgatr-pnmt, without leaning upon it, sings ’, — ^which means that ‘ the 
Priest does the singing after touching the Udumbara Post^ which is at the 
•centre of the Sodas ^ and this clearly shows that the singing is to be 
•done in the Sodas (which can be done only during the sacrificial performance). 
— ^Thus there is no reason for assuming that the singing should be done, 
like Fire-installation, before the sacrificial performance. 

SUTRA (12). 

But it is actually done ”, — this is urged [then the answer is 
as given in the next /Swim]. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 3) that—" Vedic study is carried on 
d^lring four months and a half, and it brings about its own fruit [so that 
the Sdma-singing done apart from the sacrificial perforrnance would bring 
its own fruit] — ^This has got ±o be refuted (which we are going to do in 
the following — 
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SUTRA (13). 

It is done for the furpose of being eeabnt. 

BhcLsya. 

The singing (done apart from the sacrificial performance) cannot bring ^ 

about its own fruit ; as this supposition would involve the assumption of a 
transcendental result ; while we actually perceive a distinct purpose (served 
by the Sama-singing, or Vedic Study, done apart from sacrifices) ; it is this-— 
the teacher recites the texts near the Pupil, with the view that the Pupil 
should learn them; — ^the Pupil continues to recite them with a view to 
retain them in his memory ; and this learning and retaining in memory of 
the texts are for the p\irpose that these texts would be used at sacrificial I 

performances. It is just like the case of (a) the man who draws the figures 
of the chariot on the ground, or (6) of the pupil who performs Sham-sacrifices. 

(a) The former draws the figures of the chariot on the ground and 
demonstrates the manner of using the chariot, with the view that he would 
be able to do it more efficiently in actual warfare ; — (6) similarly the Pupil 
engages himself in Sham-sacrifices, in order to attain efficiency in practice, 
which will make him efficient in the actual performance. — Similar should 
be the ease with Sama-singing [i.e. it is done apart from sacrificial perform- 
ances for the purpose of acquiring efficiency which will be of service at the 
aotxial performance]. — ^Thus thm, when it is possible to explain it on the 
basis of a perceptible rescdt, there <»n be no justification for regarding 
Vedic Study (or Sama-singing) as bringing about invisible (transcendental) 
results. 

From all this it follows that the Soma-sinying is an act of embdflishment 
(of the Verse that is sung). 



Adhikarana (4) I In the triad of verses, the whole ‘ Soman ’ 
shovld he mng with each verse. 

SUTRA (14). 

[PUbvapak^a — continued] — “It should be spbbad oveb the thbee 

VEESES, — BECAUSE SUCH IS THE DECLABATION OP THE VeDA.” 



In connection with the Jyotispoma, it is said—' TasmddMkam sdma 
iricM hriyoM atotnyam' [‘ One Sama-singing is done with the Triad of verses, 
by way of Praise 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is the singing (of the Saman) 
to be spread over all the three verses ? Or should the whole Saman be 
sung with each verse ? 

The Furmpahaa view on this question is as follows : — The Sdma- 
singing should be spread over all the three verses.—* Why ? ’ — Because 
such is the declaration of the Veda ; — ^the Veda declares that * One Saman 
is sung with the Triad of verses where the number ‘ three ’ appears in 
connection with ‘ verse as an accessory of the accomplishment of the Sama- 
singing ; such being the case, if people were to begin and finish the Saman 
with one verse, then they would not make the number ‘ tliree ’ a factor 
in the means of accomplishing the Saman ; in fact, wliat would be accom- 
plished would be what is qualified by the number ‘ one ’ only ; — and this 
would be contrary to the said Vedic declaration.— For instance, when it is 
said ‘ Hang this Jar on the three pegs ’, the Jar is htmg over all the three 
at one and the same time, and not on each of the pegs by turn. Similarly 
should it be done in the ease in question. 

“ SajB the Opponent—* But there are such assertions also as Devadafta 
eats at three houses, where succession is meant, not simuManeity ; because 
the assertion is made even in cases where the man eats at the three houses 
one after the other ; — -the same should be the case with the Sdma-singing 
also ’. 

“The answer to this is as follows: — ^In the sentence cited, the number 
* three ’ has not been mentioned in connection with the act of eating, — if 
it had been so, then alone it could be as suggested ; — as a matter of fact, 
however, the number ‘ three ’ is connected with ‘ house ’ — i.e. ‘ at three 
houses % not at ‘ two houses ’ or at ‘ one house In a ease where the 
number is mentioned in connection with the accomplishmenfc of the act of 
eating, the man has to be fed simultaneously. In the case in question, 
however, the number ‘ three ’ is connected with the verb ‘ Jcrlyate 
(‘ sings ’) ; so that the number edines to be predicated of the act {oi singing) ; 
— ^in this way what the injimctive word enjoins is something which is 
, spoken of by the same word (the Injunctive word ^Jcriyate\ ‘does’, as 
taken along with ‘ three enjoins this ‘ three ’ in reference to the ‘ singing ’] ; 
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— otherwise, in any other construction, what the sentence would lay dow'B 
woTold he the bringing about of the connection between the ‘ «erae ’ and of 
the number (‘ three ’) ; and thi s would be a far-fetched construction. For 
these reasons we conclude that the number (‘ three ’)' has been laid down 
in connection with the accomplishment of the Sdman. 

“The Opponent rejoins — ‘In the case in question, the number thr^ 
is related to the word verse ; for if there were no such relation, there could 
be no compounding (between these two terms — as there is in the com- 
pound trdba) 

“The answer to this is as follows: — ^We do not say that these two 
terms (‘three’ and ‘verses’) are not related; they are of course related, 
and there is (therefore) compounding also ; but this compound word (‘ trcha ’) 
is employed in the accomplishment of the Sdman. Thus then, what is 
expressed by the term ‘ three ’ and what is expressed by tjie term ‘verses’ 
both come to be laid down for the ‘ accomplishment ’ (‘ doing ’’), not for 
the ‘verse,’ ; so that the meaning of the sentence is— ‘ 1^6 Sdma-singing 
should be done, ftecompUshed, — ^thus the verses become three, not less 
According to the other view, it woidd be the repetition (of the singing) that 
would be connected with the number ‘ three ’.} and in that case the expres- 
sion ‘ Sdma kriyat^ ’ (‘ does the Sama-singing ’) would have to be taken in a 
figurative sense ; that is, the ‘ doing of Sdma-singing ’ would have to be 
taken in the sense of \does the repeating 

“ From all this it follows that the singing of the Sdman is to be spread 
over all the three verses.’’ 

StiTRA (16). 

[P0b,vapae:§a— conimwed] — “ Becaitsb what the word denotes 
IS ‘modification’.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ For the following reason also we conclude that the Sdman-singing 
should be spread over all the three verses. — ‘ Why ? ’ — ^What is denoted by 
the name ‘ Sdman ’ is a modification, — i.e. a quality of the verse. If then 
this ‘ modification ’ is spread over all the three verses, then many syllables 
remain unrnodified. (as only a few become subject to modification) ; and 
thus the injunction (of the use of the verse) becomes honoured (more than 
it would be if the Sdman were sung with every one of the verses ). — Hence 
it follows that the singing should be spread over all the three verses.” 

SOTRA (16). 

[POrvapaksa — concluded] — “[A Vedic text] also indicates this 

SAME CONCLUSION.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ There is the following text — ‘ (Verse) said to Sdman (Music) — Ze« tts 

pair off ; Sdman answered — Thou oH not fit to he my wife ; dost thou know my 
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greatness ? — l^h becanw two and they said the same ; — then Sdman 
answered — ^Yon two are not fit for being my wives ; do yon know my 
greatness ? — ^Then J^k, became three and 'said — kt us pcUr ojff Saman 
replied — let us do it — ^This shows that when it is said that ‘ One Soman 
is to be sung, as Praise, with the triad of yerses’, — neither one yerse nor 
two verses serve for the Sama-singing in praise, they do so only when they 
are ffiree. This clearly indicates that the singing is to be spread over the 
three verses 

StiTRA (17). 

[SIDDHAOTA] — PACT, AS THE SENTENCES ABB DISTINCT, THEBE SHOXJLD 
BE COMPLETION WITH BACH SENTENCE ■ BECAUSE THE 

‘embellishment’ is POE each. 

Bhasya, 

The particle ^ tu’’ (‘in fact’) serves to set aside the view set forth 
above. 

What are spoken of as ‘ three ' verses ’ are three distinct sentences ; 
every one of these three verses accomplishes ihB^.pra/Usmg by means of the 
whole set of the words composing it ; and it is not along with any 
other verse that it praises anything; and it is by becoming subordinated 
to the Verse that the Sdman helps it in doing the prmsing. Under the 
circumstances, if the singing of the Soman were spread over all the three 
Verses, then the Sdman would be of no help to the Verse in doing the 
praising ; because the Sdma-singing is not made up of parts nor is any- 
thing praised by a group of Verses, — ^where tlie said group could do the 
praising in connection with the Sdman. So that it comes to this, that the 
Verse does the praising, but it is not connected with the Saman (according 
to the Purvapaksa), — awhile the group of Verses is connected with the 
Sdman, but it does not do any praising. On the other hand, if the entire 
Sdma-singing is done with each of the three Verses, the pi'cvising comes to 
be done by words connected with the Sdman ; and thus the embellishment 
done by the Sdma-singing serving the purpose of bringing about the praise, 
the whole of the singing should be done with each of the three verses. 

SUTRA (18). 

Thebe is an indicative text also pointing to the 

SAME CONCLUSION. 

BM§ya. 

There is a text which, though directly meaning something else, 
indicates the same conclusion — ” One introduces the singing with eight 
syllables in the first verse and with two syllables in the next two yerses ’ ; 
here the introducing of the smgvrig in the various yerses is spoken of as 
diverse (wlxich can be possible only if the smghig is separately complete in 
each verse by itself). — ^Then again, there is the text — * His last Hymn-verse 
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is one, he should take up that one and then sing’, — -wMeh indicates a 
difference in regard to the Udgfitha ; and from this also it follows that the 
singing is to be done with each of the verses. 

Even in cases where only half-verses are sung, the singing should be 
done to the verse ; — ^in the half -verse, the sentence remains incomplete, 
while in the case of the whole verse, it becomes complete.— In eases where 
the singing is done to the quarter-verse, the singing is- to be done to the 
quarters only ; because in this case the sentence is complete in the quarter ; 
e.g. the qxiarter — gostke vdahisthah’. The upshot of all this is that the 
Sdma-singing should be completed with that much of the verse as contains 
a complete sentence ; in some cases the sentence is complete in the quarter- 
verse, sometimes in the whole verse, and sometimes in the half-verse also ; 
so that the singing should be done according as the sentence is complete. 

SUTRA (19). 

TbDE INJUNCTION OF SINGINC ‘ IN ONE BREATH’ ALSO POINTS TO THE 
SAME CONCLUSION. 

BM^a, 

The injunction of singing ‘in one breath’ also is possible only imder 
our view; the injxmction is that ‘One should sing in one breath \ — this 
‘ ain ging in One breath ’ is possible only if the singing is completed with 
each verse,— it could not be done if the singing were to be spread over 
the three verses. 

Further, at the time of Vedic study, the singing has to be completed 
with each verse ; — and the practice (of the singing) is to be done at the 
time of the Vedic study, with the view that there should be efficiency at 
the time of the performance. Under the circumstances, if, at the time of 
the performance also, the singing were done ,to each verse, — ^then alone 
woxild there be any justification for this being done in course of the Vedic 
§tudy.^ — ^Prom this also it follows that the Sdman shotdd be sung with each 
verse. 

SUTRA (20). 

The OTHER DECLARATION (THAT THE PffRVAPAKIJlN HAS QUOTED) WOULD 
BE FULFILLED BY REPETITION. 

Bhd^a. 

In support of his view the Purvapaksin has cited the declaration — 
‘ Therefore one Sdma-singing is done with the Triad of verses — But this 
should be understood as fulfilled by repetition — ^i.e. by being done to eaeh 
verse by turn. Because this text does not speak of the verse as serving 
the purpose of accomplishing the Sdman. Consequently it cannot be said 
that ‘ the term three shall quaUfy the verse which is the means of accom- 
plishing the Sdman In fact, the Sdman is spoken of clearly as sub- 



ADHYIYA IX, PADA n, ADHIKABAXA (4). 1505 

ordinate to (qualification of) the Hymn-praiae,— in such texts as — 
‘ RaiJmntaram prstham bhavati, brhat prstham bhavati ’ ; and the moat 
reasonable course to be adopted \inder the circumstances appears to be that 
the singing should be done to each verse. The nmnber {three) is connected, 
not with the ‘ accomplishment of the Soman but with the verses ; and 
as this could not be done in any other way, repetition becomes indicated,— 
the idea indicated being that ‘ the Soman should be repeated over the three 
verses Just as, when it is said that ‘ Devadatta should be fed at three 
houses the number ‘ three ’ is connected with ‘ houses and repetition 
of the act becomes indicated, — so should it be in the case in question also. 

From all this it follows that the whole singing should be done with each 
of the verses. 



Adhikaeana (5) : The ' Sarrmn should be sung over verses 
belonging to the same metre. 

SOTRA (21). 

The BEPBTmON of the SlMA~SINaBlirG should be done ovsb. vbbsbs 

OF THE SAME METBE. 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice laid dowa in the text — ‘ Desiring 
Heaven, one should perform the Jyotis^ma sacrifice’ ; in connection with 
that sacrifice, it is declared — ‘ Therefore one sings a Sarmn over the triad 
of verses — ^In regard to this, it has been decided that the complete Hdumn 
should be sung over each verse. 

Now another question arising in this connection is — Should the ringing 
be done over verses which may belong to the same metre or to different 
metres (at option) ? — Or should it be done always over only those belonging 
to the same metre ? 

The PUrvapaksa view presenting itself is that — “There being no hard 
and fast rale on the subject, there should be no restriction 

As against this, we have the following Siddhdnta: — The <S’amon' should 
be sung over verses of the same metre, — not over those of diverse metres. 
— “ What would be the advantage of this V ’’ — The advantage would be 
that there would be no ‘cutting off’ and ‘shortening’. That is to gay, 
if we were to take up verses of metres shorter than the metre of the original 
verse (to which the Sama-musio has been set), then we would have to ‘ cut 
off ’ the music (as the number of .syllables would be too small to take up 
all the music to which the longer-rnetred verse has been set) ; — on the other 
hand, if we were to take up verses of metres longer than that of the original 
verse, then the music would have to be ‘ shortened ’ (i.e. it woxild be too short 
for the large number of syllables in the verse). So' that in either case, thtiro 
would be going against authority. — If, however, we were to take uj> verses of 
the same metre as the original verse, then there would be no incongruity. — 
From this it follow.s that the singing should be done over verses of the same 
metre- — ^Then again, the application of the adjective ‘ three ' would lie right 
only if all verses belonged to the same metre; because it is only when some 
things of the same kind are spoken of that a numerical adjective is applied to 
■ . them.. . 

StJTRA (22). 

Also because we find indicative text.s. 

Bhdsya. 

'We find a text also pointing to the same conclu.sion~‘ Sthdlgum sakt^i 
avadhlyate, samhhavati itydhvh, yadbrhad gdyatrisu kriyaU rJdvmdntarujcvl/i 
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iti na didsyam sambhavati ’ [‘ Floiir is put ia the dish ; they say it is all right ' 
when the Brhai-Sdman is sung in connection with the Gdyatn-metre, the 
verse suffers a clipping within it ; and thus it is not all right ’] this text 
speaks deprecatingly of the singing done to verses of diverse metres ; and 
thereby implies that it should be done to verses of the same metre. 
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taken out of their Context on the basis of Indicative Power, they could 
certainly set aside the limitations of the Context 

Answer— It is case-endings accompanying the terms ‘ Savitr ’ and the 
rest that make these terms adjectives qualifying something else ; the 
denotation of the basic nouns however remains the same ; and as this is 
expressed by the direct denotation of the term^ it naturally sets aside what 
is merely, indicated by Indicative Power. What Indicative Power does is 
to transfer the terms to another Context where Savitr and the rest do 
actually appear as deities, — this transfering being done on the understanding 
that the expressing of the meaning of the basic noun could only be for 
the purpose of mentioning the Deity, — on the groimd that these deities 
do not figure in the sacrifice (Darsha-Purnamdsa) that forms the subject- 
matter of the Context. — On the other hand, what the Direct Denotation 
of the case-ending does is to show that what is expressed by the basic 
noun is a qualification of something else ; and this something else is (the 
Sacrificer) spoken of by a word in the Context itself (as explained above). 
Direct Denotation is always more authoritative than Indicative Power. 
Hence the terms in question cannot be taken out of their Context. 

Says the Opponent — “ If the terms ‘ Savitr ’■ and the rest stand for 
the Sacrificer, then why should there be no modification of them at the 
Sattra (where there is no Sacrificer apart from the officiating Priests) ? 

Answer — The sentence is meant to serve the purpose of worshipping, 
not that of permitting (the Priests) ; the worshipping of the unworshipped 
is sonxething that ought to be done ; it serves a visible purpose. As for the 
permitting, that has already been done by the Sacrificer when he appointed 
tlie Priest ; so that the doing of the same thing over again could only bo 
taken as serving some unseen purpose. — ^Then again, in the expression 
' justain nirvapdmi ’ the verb ‘ nirvapdmi ’ denotes the doing of worshipping ; 
— the phrase ‘ savituh prasave ’ speaks of the permitting which has already 
been done, for the purpose of qualifying something else ; in fact, even 
without the permttmg, the Priest would certainly perform the offering, 
whiclx is expressed directly by the word (of the text, rmvapoJtni') •, but 
no saorifica is anywhere spoken of as to be performed by a priest who has 
not been worslwpped. — ^Thus then, inasmuch as the terms ‘ Savitr ’ and the 
rest are meant for the purposes of -worshipping, they should not he ‘ modified \ 



Abhikabana (6) : In the case of the injunction- ‘ Utiamy- 
orgdyati\ the two verses taken should be such as 
occur in the ‘ Uttard ’ section of the Veda, 

SUTRA (23). 

Thb chabagteb of ^UttabI’, which is based on a cektain condi- 
tion, SHOULD BE UNDEBSTOOD AS SUBSISTINO IN THE VBBSBS 
OCCUBBING IN THB * UtTABA * SECTION ; BECAUSE 
OF IMMEDIATE SEQUENCE. 

BM^ya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, we read — ‘ RalhmiUirommMCh^ 
myorgdyaii, brhaduUarayorgdyati, havaixsu rathantaram gdyati, yad yony&m 
gdyati taduttarayorgdycai' [‘One sings the Raifuiniara over the two UUard 
verses ; one sings the Brhat over the two Uttard verses ; one sings the 
Rathantara over the Kavaii verses ; what one sings over the original verse, 
that he sings over the Uttard verses — ^Now, it has been understood (in 

the foregoing Adhiharavta) that a Saman should be sung over ve*s^ belonging 
to' the same metre as the ‘ ori^al ’ verse.-— The question arising next — 
May the Saman {Rathantara) which is laid down in this passage as to 
be sung over the ‘ Uttard ’ (Latter) verses be sung (optionally) either over 
the two verses thsA JoUcm (and as such are ‘ Uttard'*, ‘ Latter in relation 
to) the basic verse, or over those two verses that occur last (and as such 
are ‘ Uttard*, ‘Latter’) among the three verses occurring in the ‘ Uttard^ 
section of the Veda ? Or should it be sung over the latter only (i.e. only ov^ 
the two out of the three verses occturring in the Uttard section of the Veda) ? 
[Of the verbal Vedic Text of the Sdma-singers, there are two sections called 
Ghhandas ’ and '• Uttard ’ ; the ‘ Ghhandas ’ section contains only those verses 
that form the * origin ’ or ‘ base ’ of the various Sdmans ; while the ‘ TMard ’ 
s6ctie«i^ontains hymns consisting of three verses each ; of these three verses,, the 
first one is one of those ‘ basic ’ verses that are contained in the Ghhandas sec^on, 
and the other two verses are distinct from those ‘ basic ’ verses. — Now, the 
passage quoted lays down the singing of the RathantaraSaman over the ‘ Uttard 
verses’ — The term ‘ Uttard' means ‘Latter’. Under the 'Ghhandas* section of 
the Veda, the ‘ basic ’ verse of the Rathantara-Sdman is ‘ Abhi tvd skura 'nonumah 
etc- *, — and this is followed by the ‘ basic ’ verses of the other Sdmans, — such 
verses, for instance, as ‘ TvdmiddM havdmaM etc’ ; so that the two basic verses 
that occur after the verse ‘ Abkitvd ahura etc. ’ might be regarded as ‘ two 
Uttard (Latter) varses ’ in relation to the said verse 'Abhi tvd etc.’. — ^Under the 
‘ Uttard ’ section of the Veda, however, the verse 'Abhi tvd ahura etc.’ is followed 
by verses {' Na tvd vd anyS etc.*) which are entirely different from, those that 
follow it under the ‘ Ghhandas ’ section ; so that, in accordance with the * Uttard ’ 
section, these other verses (‘ Na Mt etc. ’) would be regarded as ‘ Vttarq ’ (‘ latter’) in 
relation to the verse ‘ tvd etc.’ — ^The question to be considered thus is that, 
when it is laid down that ‘The Ratttarttara is to be sung over the two Uttard 


ADHYiYA IX, pIDA n, ADHIKAEANA (6). 1509' 

verses should it be sung over the verses ‘ Tvamiddhi fktvdmahS etc.\ according 
to the text of the ‘ Chhandas ’ section ? Or should it be smig over the verses 
‘ Na iva etc, ’ according to the text of the ‘ Uttard ’ section ?] 

On this question, the Purvagta^a view is that, “ since there is no 
scriptural injunction laying down any restriction, there should be no 
restriction [i.e. the Sdman may be optionally sung over two verses of either 
of the two sections] 

Against this, we have the following SiddMnta : — ^The character of being 
"■ Uttard' is based upon a certain condition, and can belong to only those 
verses that are foxmd in the ' Uttard' section, — “Why?” — Because of 
the {‘ Uttard which can apply to verses contained in the section of 

that name), and also because it is the verses contained in the ‘ Uttard ' 
section that form the subject-matter of the Context. 

Says the Opponent Syntactical Connection is always more authorita- 
tive than both Name and Context', for this reason it has to be concluded 
that there can be no restriction in the matter ” 

Anstom- — Relative terms do not denote anything at all, except in 
reference to another term (to which they are relative) ; — this other term 
therefore is always needed ; — and such a term can only be one that is in 
the same Context as, or one that is in close proximity to, the relative term ; 

otherwise the sentence would be incomplete and as such meaningless. — 

On the other hand, when a term is the name of a certain thing, then it 
does not need another term,— its complete denotation being obtained 
from the term itself.— Consequently, in the. case in question, the term 
‘ Uttard ’ should not be taken as a relative term (meaning ‘ the latter *), 
—it should be taken as a name by itself ; and in the ease of names, there 
is no need for the proximity of another term (as there is in the case of 
relaiim terms). 

SUTRA (24). 

Thebe is eepetition op it, as rr denotes one single unit. 

Bhd^a. 

As a matter of fact, the Sdma-singing should be repeated over those 
same verses that occur in the Uttard section ; — it is only thus tliat the term 
‘ trcha ' (verse-triad) comes to be denotative of one unit ; people apply 
the term ‘ verse-triad ' to a single unit consisting of a genus and indivi- 
duals (i.e. they use it as a ‘ Common ’ noun) ; it is in this sense that it has 
been declared that ‘ a number always refers to a particular set of indivi- 
duals ’ ; if it were not so, then, all numbers would apply to all things, and 
there would be an end to all usage. 

From all this it follows that the term 'trcha' (‘ verse- triad ’) applies 
to those three verses that have the same metre and the same ‘ deity ’ ; 
so that in the case in question the verses taken up should be , those tliat 
occur in the Uttard section. 


Adhikabana (7) : (By ^another interpretation of Sutras 
21-24). The simfing of the ‘ Trishoha ’ is to he 
accomplished hy the repetition of ife ^Atija- 
goM ’ verse, 

SUTRA (21). 

[Pubvapakra]— The repetition op the Sama-sinoing should be 

DONE OVER VERSES OP THE SAME METRE.” 

Bhmya. 

There is the J>?YjrZasMto-sacrifice laid down in the text^ — One shonid 
offer the Dixldashdha for one who desires offspring’ ; — on the fourth day 
of this sacrifice there is singing of the Trlshoha-Sdman, which has for its base 
a verse in the Atiijjatjfdl metre,— this verse being '' Vhhvdh prtund ahhi~ 
hMtaram etc. ’ ; this verse forms part of the ‘ verse-triad ’ of which tlie two 
following verses are in the Brhatl metre — ^viz. : (1) ’’ Neminnamantl cJutk- 
sasd etc. ’ and (2) ‘ Samlm rehhdso asvarannindram etc'. 

The qiiestion that arises is — ^When the Trishoka is to be sung over 
the AtijagftMdriad - — shotdd it be sung over the first of the said verses, which 
is in the Aiijagati metre (i.e. the verse ‘ Vishvdh prtana etc. ’ ), and the two 
other verses, which also should be of the same metre, should be brought 
in from elsewhere (as those oec^lrring along with the said verse are not in 
that same metre) ? — Or should these same verses in the Brhutl metre be 
taken up, and the Sciman should be sung over these same, even though 
they are not in the same metre as the basic verse ? 

The Purvapakaa view- is that — “ Tn order to avoid the contingencies 
of ‘ cutting off ’ and ‘ shortening two other verses in the basic Atijagati 
metre should be brought in and the Sdma-singing should he repeated over 
these same, which would be uniform with the first verse of the triad 

SUTRA (22). 

[PuRVAPAKRA — concluded] — “ Also because we find indicative 

TEXTS.” 

Ehdsya. 

“ People quote the following text also as indicative of the same con- 
clusion : ‘ Atijagatisu stuvanti — ‘ What is there in this that indicates the 
said conclusion ? ’ — -It is the Plural number in ‘ aZyagfoiiisw ’ [which can 
be justified only if there are three verses in the Atijagati metre, and this is pos- 
sible only in accordance with the Purvapakaa, by which twm additional 
verses in this metre are bro\xght in from elsewhere]. — ^From this it follows that 
the two additional verses in the Atijagati metre are to be broiight in from 
elsewhere.” 
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SUTRA (23). 

[Siddhanta] — The chaeactbb op ‘ Uttaba ■which is based oh a 

CEBTAIN CONDlTlbH, SHOULD BE imDEBSTOOD AS SUBSISTIHG 
IH THE YEBSES OCCUBBIHG IN THE ‘ UTTAEA ’ SECTION ; 

BECAUSE OE IMMEDIATE SEQUENCE. 

Bhdsya. 

The verses to be taken should be- those indicated by the actual text 
of the Uttard-section [where the verse-triad is found to contain the first 
verse in the Atljagatl-TOBtvQ and the other two- in the jBrAaS -metre] ; as it is 
these two verses that follow in immediate sequence to • the AtijagatJi xrerse ; 
— specially because Shruti (the Vedic Text) is more authoritative than 
Syntactical Connection i — Whence it follows that the two verses in the Brhatl.- 
metre are to be taken up for the singing of the Sdman, —and none others 
are to be brought in from elsewhere, 

StJTRA (24). 

Thebe is to be bepetition oe it as it denotes one single unit. 
Bhdsya. 

It is only when the above is done tliat the term ‘ Verse-triad ’ becomes 
applicable to the Trishoka, which thus comes to have the same deity ; 
for this reason also no other verses are to be brought in from elsewhere. 

Says the Opponent: — “We have put forward the text ^ At-i^agatisv, 
stuvanti ’ as indicative of the Purva/paksa view ; since the plural number 
in the term ‘ atijagattau ’ indicates the presence of more than twm Atijagati 
verses [while in the verse.5 as they stand there is only one At/i/jagail verse]. 
— This argument lias got to be refuted.” . 

The answer to this argument is as follows : — There, should be repetition 
of it, — i.o. repetition of the $udaslmi ; in view of the text ‘ Ekavimshah 
aodashl the Sodusfmi 1ms to be repeated twenty-one times ’ ; which means 
repetition of the Trishoka; so that there being seven repetitions of tht; 
Atijagati, tiie plural number becomes quite explicable. 



ATj TTTicARAW A (8) : ' The ^ Bathantam^ is to be sung over 
verses obtained by interlinking the BrlmtV and the 
‘ Pahhti ’ verses. 

SUT?,A (25). 

In ,WAT ra BY INTEKLINKING [smULB M 

USE© EOS THE SINOIH6]. 

Bhd^ya. 

In cormeotion with the JyoUafoma, w© read — ‘ Brhai: pfpfii&m blumM 
ratluiniaram pr§}ham bhamti ’ [where the singing of the BrhatS&rum and the 
BatiiaiUara-Sdtnan is laid down] ;-r-the basic verse of the Mathcmtam-Sdmicm 
is the verse '' Abfd vd shUra eto. which is in the Brha^ metre; — and the 
verse which follows it (and is. its ‘ Uttard ’) is — * jl\?a im mmmyo dmyo % 
wiiich is in the PankH metre. — ^As for the Brhat-Sdmcm, its basic ver^ is — 
‘ TiMmiddhi havdmah^ 0t>c. \ which is in the BrhaU raetra ;-7-and its ‘ UUctrd * 
verse is>-T-‘ Sa ImannaahchUra etc. \ which is in the PafnJkH metre.—Now, in 
regard to these two Sdmam — Raldumtam and it has been laid down 

that they are simg over Divergmt metres,— -as is clear from the deolanation 
to the effect that — ‘ Verily neither the Bf hat not tiw BaBiaemtara is confined 
to one metre, — ^in the case of each of these, the "first veme is of the Bfhcs^ 
metre and the other two are of the Kakup metre 

■the question that arists here is — Should the singing be done after 
bringing in two verses of the Kakup metre from elsewhere ^there being no 
such veraes in the v^ses coimected with the particular ^Swum] ? — Or should 
the first verse in the BrkoM metre and the second verse of the Pofiifcii 
ho so interlinked aa to yid.d tlie third vSrse in the Kakmp metre, and tlm 
singing thus made to be on© in which the VUam verse is. in the Kakitp 
metre ? ‘ 

On this question, the Purvapctkfia view is as follows ; — ‘ ‘ Two original wsrses 
in the Kakup metre should be brought in from elsewhere. — ^Why ?—>Beoaua© 
in this manner, the presence of those other Kahup^votBeB would serve 
some useful purpose, by being so used for purposes for which the Kakup 
metre is needed . — Am objection may be raised to this view — ‘ Those other 
Kakup-verme might have their use in the Vdchaatcima ’.-—The aiiswer to 
this is that it is true that they would have their use there ; but they are 
really meant to be used as^Kakup ; and this purpose should not be ignored.” 

In answer to this, we have the following SiddhdrUa i-^In reality, whcU 
is obtained by irOerUnkvng ■ should be used for the singing. — ^The term ‘ in 
reality ’ serv^, to set aside the Puroapakga view set forth above. In reality, 
the Soma-singing should be done over the verse obtained by interlinldng ; 
that is, the first verse, which is in the Brhati metre and the second verse 
which is in the Fankti metre, shoxdd be interlinked, specially because the 
SmrU-ruk is that ‘ the Prctgatha should be Kdkuhha \ 
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Direction — “ Thus iCafewp (as Veda) being beginningless, the term' 
‘Kdfeudlia ’ is impossible.” 

Anstoer — ^The term does not denote ‘ made of Kakup \ but ‘ pertaining 
to Kakup’’ or ‘born of KQkup\ 

[The singing in question is to be done in the following manner ; — (1) The 
Rathantara-Saman ahonld'laei sung over the verse ‘ Abhi tva shura etc.’, which is in the 
Brhati Tmtre {2) the last quarter of this verse should be linked up with the 
first half of the verse in PaAkti metre which follows — ^i.e. of the verse ‘ Nava van 
etc.’ this interlinking gives us a verse with 28 syllables divided into three ‘ feet ’ 
or ‘ quarters ’ ; — ^thia beconxes the first KaTmp ; — (3) the last foot or quarter of this 
Kahup is to be linked with the second half of the PaAkti-veme ; — this becomes the 
second Kakup.] 

SUTRA (26). 

Thus n? is ovee m own^ * 

Bhdsya. 

In the manner above described, the singing is done over the verse in 
it« own metre. By the UUard-text itself it is clearly indicated that in making 
up the Verse-triad, the Pankti-metre is to be used j so that in doing as above 
there is no abandoning of what is in the Context, nor an admission of what 
is not in the Context. — ^For^ these reasons also there should be interlinking 
of the two verses. 

SUTRA (27). 

Even so is the name ‘ Pkagatha 
BM§ya. 

Thus too does the term 'pmgdtJia^ become applicable; the prefix ‘pm ’ 
signifies excdhnce; so that the ’^ Pragdtka’’ is that where there is eaiceltenf 
singing {pra-gatha ). — “ What is the excellence in it ? ” — ^The excellence lies 
in the fact that a portion of the verse is sung over again. — ^For this reason 
also there should be an interlinking of the two verses concerned. 

SUTRA (28). 

Also because an indioativb text makes no tbansoeession 
POSSIBLE. 

Bhdsya. 

There is an indicative text which shows that of what has been said above 
there can be no transgression. — “ What is the meaning of no transgression 
being possible ? ” — The meaning is that the ‘ interlinking ’ is to be done only 
between the two verses concerned, — ^not apart from those vei’ses. — “ What 
is the indicative text ? ” — ^It is as follows : — ‘ Bsd va pratisphitd brhati yd 
purvahpadd,tadyatpddarnpuruirardbhal!e tasmdd vatso mdtaramabhi hinkaroti ’ 
[‘This Brhati is firmly established, because its quarter is repeated over 
again, etc. etc. ’] ; — ^this * repetition of the quarter ’ is possible only if there 
is ‘ interlinking ’ as described above, not otherwise. 
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From all this it follows that the singing should be done with Kahup 
as the Uttam verse, by securing a ‘ verse-triad ’ by interlinking the first 
verse in the Brhati metre and the second verse in the PanJcti metre. 


Or, the above four Sutras may be taken as representing the following 
Adhikarawi. 

Adhikarana (9): The singing of the ^ Raumva ^ and 
‘ Yaudhdjaya ’ Ramans is to be done by 
interlinking the verses in ‘ Brhati ’ 
and ‘ Vistdra-Pankti ’ metres. 

[By another interpretation of RuPras 25-28.] 
SOTRA (25). 

In reality, what is obtained by interlinking [should be used 
FOB THE singing). 



There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice laid down in the text — ‘ Desiring 
heaven, one should perform the Jyotistoma sacrifice — In connection with 
this sacrifice, we read — ‘ Trichchhandd dvapo mddhyandmah pavama.'imh 
pancha-sdmd gdyatrdmahlyave gdyatre tricM hfuzvatah — raurava- — yau- 
dhdjaye bdrhate triche aushanasamantyam tristupsu \ — ^Here two Sdmans 
are spoken of — the ‘ Raurava ’ and the ‘ Yaudhdjaya ’ ; — of these, the first 
verse is ‘ Pundnah soma dhdrayd etc. which is in the Brhati metre ; and 
the Uttard verse is ‘ Duhdna udhardiyam madhxi prlyam Ktc. \ which is in 
the Viapdra-pahkti metre. 

In connection with the singing of these two Sdxnans, the question that 
arises is — Is the singing to be done over the Vcrse-triady all three verses 
of which should be in the Brhati metre, one of them being the one Just 
quoted (‘ Pundnah etc.’’) and the other two being brought in from elsewhere ? 
Or should the singing over the Verse-triad in the Brhalime.ttfi ha af;com- 
plished by taking thti one verse Just quoted (‘ Pundnah etc. ’) and stjcuring 
the other two by the interlinking of this verse in the Brhati metre and t he 
second verse in the Vistdra-Pahkti metre ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ The two additional verses in Brhati 
metro should be brought in from elsewhere. — Why ? — Because it is only 
thus that the presence of the verses woxild serve a useful purj)osB 

Against this v/e have the following Siddhdnia : — In reality, what is obtained 
by interlinking should be wed Jar the singing. The term ‘ in reality ’ sets 
aside the Purvapaksa view. — The singing of the Bd?nan should ho done 
through the interlinking of the verses ; and no additional basic v’erses in the 
Brhati metre should be brought in from elsewhere ; the interlinking should 
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be done between the two verses oeeurring in the Context itself. The Smrti' 
rule over the point is ' Bdrhatah pragaiJmh' (‘There is an interlinking of 
the Brhatl ’) ; if original Brhatl verses were brought in, then there would be no 
‘ interlinking ’ ; and to that extent, the SmHi rule would be infringed. — 
Hence the interlinking should be done between the two verses occurring 
in the Context itself. 

SUTRA (26). 

Thtts it is over its own. 

Bhdsya. 

In this manner, the singing would be done over the Saman’s ‘ own ’ 
metre ; and there would be no abandoning of the verse in the Context, 
and introducmg of what is not in the Context. For this reason also 
additional BrhaM verses are not to be brought in. 

SUTRA (27). 

Even so is the name ‘ praqatha ’. 

Bhdsya. 

In this way too the term ‘ pmgdtha ’ becomes applicable ; it is applied 
only in eases where there is excellence of singing ; and in the case in question, 
this ‘ excellence ’ is secured by repeating the /same quarter of the verse. — 
For this reason also additional BrhcUl verses should not be brought in from 
elsewhere. 

SUTRA (28). 

Also because an indicative text makes no transgression 
possible. 

• Bhdsya. 

An indicative text also shows that such is invariably the case. — “ What 
is that indicative text ? It is this— ‘ ^astiatristuhho rmdhyandinam 
How does this text indicate the said conclusion?” — -It is 
only when the singing of the Brhati is done by interlinking that the number 
of versm laid down as to be sung at all the Savanas becomes sixty ; on the 
other hand, if two additional BrhaM verses were brought in from elsewhorc 
that number would become exceeded. — This is what is pointed out in the 
text — ‘ QdycUra7nahlyam gdyatre triche bhavatah ’ ; these two verse-triads are 
the six Odyairl verses ; — then there are two verse-triads Raurava and 
Yaudhdjaya, which make the six BrhaM verses ; — ‘ the last Aiishanasa verses^ 
in the Tr letup ’ make the three Trisfup verse.s ; — then, when the Hotr priest 
comes to sing either the Brhat or the Ratharvtara Sdman with its seventeen 
Stomas, — then in these seventeen we have five Brhatis and twelve Kakups. 
— “ How so ? ” — ^The description is as follows : — ' Panchabhyo hihkaroti, so 
tisrbhih, sa ekayd, sa ekayd ; pahekahhyo hinkaroti, sa ekayd, sa tisrbhih. 
sa ekayd ; saptabhyo hinkaroti, sa ekayd, sa tisrbhih, sa tisrbhih \ The 
meaning of this is as follows : — (1) The “three BrhaM verses with one Kakup 
verse ; — (2) again the same three BrheUi with the onf- Kakup verse j (3 
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one Byhntl with three Kahwps \ {A) one Brhatl with one Kakup ; thus there, 
(ire four Erhafls and six Kakiips ;; — ^then again, (1) with one Brliati and 
three PCakups ; (2) again with three Kakups •,—ihus there are five BfHatis 
and twelve Kakups. Thus with the former ones, there are eleven Brhatis. 
— ^^rhen from among the six Gdyatris, four, along with the twelve Kakups, 
mnke up twelve Brhatls. Thus there are twenty-three Brhatis. — ^Then in 
the Vftmadevya Saman, the seventeen Gayatrls. along with the two Pava- 
mlmas aeeompanied by the two remaining Gayatrls, make up the nineteen 
Quyatrls. Then in the Narulhma and the Kaleya, there are seventeen 
Brhatls ; and these along with the fifty-seven quarters of the (nineteen) 
Gayatrls, make up fifty -seven Bfhatis and fifty-seven Tristups ; and these 
fifty-seven with the three Tristups of the Pdvamanl make up the '’sixty 
Tristups ’ (spoken of in the indicative text quoted above). 

On the other hand, if two original Kakups are brought into the Brkat 
and Rathmita/ra Samums, then those verses become sixty which occur in the 
Savana. If the two Kakups not occurring in the text are introduced, then 
the number sixty is made up by using them twelve times. The term 
" Semmw ’ in .this case stands for those verses that have been laid down in 
connection with the jiartieular Savetna ; and the term ‘ Savana ’ does not 
stand for any ack In this way, at tlie three Savanas taken together, there 
would bo many Trispups. — And there would not be only sixty Tristups 
at tlie Mddhycmdma Saaxma (as mentioned in the indicative text quoted 
above), 

B'rom all this it follows that the singing should be done by interlinking 
the first verse in the Brha& metre and the second verse in the Vi§tdra- 
Pafikti metre. 


Or the four Sutras 2.5-28 may be taken as embodying the following 
Adhikevras^a . 

Ai>hik ARABIA (10): The singing of the ^ Shyavashvan- 
(Tigava ’ should be done by interlinking the verses in 
the ‘ Anustup ’ and ‘ Qayatrl ’ metres. 

[By the third interpretation of Sutras 25-2’8.] 

SUTRA (25). 

What is obtained by raTEBLINKING [shotod be used foe 
THE singing]. 

Bhjd§ya. 

At the third Sanxuna, there, is the Pavamdrut. named ^ Arhhava ’ ; and at 
this there are five Siiktas (hymns) and seven Sdmans. (1) The first Sukta 
consists of the verse-triad * Svddnsthayd madisthayu etc. ’ ; where all the three 
verses are in the Gdpatn metre ; — ^in this connection, there are two Sdnians, 
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‘ ’ and ‘ Samhita'*; — (2) the second SuMa consists of tlio verse- 

triad ‘ Purojiti VO andfmsah etc. where the first verse is in Anustup and 
the other two in <7%afn inetr^ ; — in this connection, there are two Bamans, 

‘ Shi/avashva ’ and ‘ Amdhlgava ’ ; — [{3) the third Sukta consists of tiie 
verse-triad ' Indramachchmuta ime etc. where all the three verses arc.; in 
the Uatiik metre ; and in this connection there is one Sdman, tlie ‘ iSapha ’ ; 
— (4) the fourth Sukta consists of the Pragatha ‘ Pavasva madlimmUamah 
etc.’, where the tiiree verses are in, the Usnik metre; in this connection 
there is one Saman, the ‘ Pauskala ’ -(5) the last Sukla consists of the 

verses ^ .Ahhipriydni pavate etc. where the three verse.s are in the Jatjatl 
metre ; and in this connection there is one Soman, the ‘ Kdva ’]. 

Now in connection with the two Sdmans, ‘ Shydvdshva ’ and 
‘ Andhlgava ’ [see above, hymn No. 2], the first verse is in the Anustup 
metre — Purojitl vo, andhasah etc. and the other two verses are in the 
Qdyain metre— (a) ‘ Yo dharayd pdvakayd etc. and (b) ‘ Tandurosarmml 
navah etc.' 

In connection with this, there arises the question — Should two other 
Anuaiup verses be introduced from elsewhere and the singing done 
over all the three verses in the same {Anuaiup) metre ? Or should the 
required verse-triad be secured by interlinking the first Anuspup verse and 
the other two C?%ain verses, and thus the singing of the Sdman over the 
Anu§tup be secured ? 

The Pdrvapaksa view is that — “Other Anustup verses should be in- 
troduced. — ^Why so ? — ^Because thiife alone would the existence of those 
verses serve a useful purpose 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta :—What is obtained 
by interlinking sJwuld be used for the singing ; says the Srnrti — ‘ Awi^tubhali 
pragdiJiah' which speaks of the ‘interlinking’ ipragathana) of the Anuspup 
metre ; and this cannot be ignored. 


SUTRA (26). 

. Thus it is over, its own. 

Bhdsya. 

In tins way the singing is done ‘ over its own ’ ; — and what occurs in 
the Context becomes admitted, and there is no need for bringing in what 
is not in the Context. 

SUTRA (27). 

Even so is T:pi name * Peagatha ’. 

Bhdsya. 

It is only when the quarter of the first verse is sung over again that 
the name ‘ Pragdiha ’ becomes applicable. 
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SUTRA (28). 

Also because the indicative text makes no transgbession 

POSSIBLE. 

BMsya. 

An indicative text shows that such is invariably the case — ‘ Chaturvim- 
shatijagatyaatrtlyasmanam eka kakup ’ [‘ The third Savana has 24 Jagatis 
and one Kakup']. — ^It is thus explained — ^At the Pavammia. named 
‘ Jirbhava ’ there are five metres and seven Sdmans there are two verse- 
triads iix Gdyatri metre these six Gdyatris make three Jagatls ; — ^the 
Shydvdshva and the Andhlgava pertain to the Anuspup metre ; in these, 
the first verse is Anuspup and the second Qdyatrl ; — ^when interlinking is 
done between these two verses, these two Sdmans have six Anustups ; — 
tiiese make four Jagatls ; — ^these, along with the aforesaid three, make .seven 
Jagatls. — ^^I’he Ustyik metre makes the Shapha-Sdman, and the Kakup makes 
the Pamkala Sdman ; — there being one verse in each of these two ; — these 
two being in the JJstitk and Kakup metres; — these make one Jagatl; — this 
along with the aforesaid seven Jagatls iormed of the quarters of the Qdyatrl, 
make eight Jagatls.— li\ the Kdva Sdman, there are three Jagatls \ — ^with 
these, tliere are eleven Jagcdls. — ^The twenty-first (Seaman is the Yajnayajmya ; 
in this, the first v'erse is BrkaR and the second is Vistdra-Pankti ; and two 
Kakups are made by interlinldng. — When the twenty-first Stoma is made, 
there are seven Brhatls, fourteen KaJcups ; the seven Brhaiis make five 
Jagails ; these, along with the aforesaid ones, make sixteexi Jagatls; — one 
quarter of the Jagatl, along with one quarter of the Odyatn, contains twenty 
syllables.-— Of the fourteen Kakups, fourteen Kakups make seven Jagatls ; 
— these, along with the former seventeen, make up 23 Jagatls ; — the two 
remaining Kakups form one JagaM, as also a quarter of the Gdyatri. This, 
along with the former 23, makes up the 24 Jagatls ; — ^and the quarter of the 
Gdyatn, along with the aforesaid 20 syllables, makes a Kakup. — ^Thus if 
interlinking is done in this manner, there are 24 Jagatls and one Kakup. 
If, on the other hand, the interlinking is not done, then in the Shydvdshva 
and the Andhlgava Sdmans, two extraneous Anustups have to be brought in ; 
— and in the Yajnayajmya Sdman, ovigmed KaJcups have to be brought 
in ; — and in neither of these two cases is the requisite number (mentioned 
in the indicative text) made tip. — ^Hence we conclude that the singing should 
be done by interlinking the verses. 


Or, the Sutras (25-28) may be taken as representing the following 
Adhikarana. 
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Adhikabana (11) : The ‘ Brahmasarmn ’ is to be' sung 
by interlinhing the quarters, 

[The fourth expiauation of Sutras 25-28.] 

Ehasya. 

In connection with the Oavamayana, with reference to the Brahmasd- 
man, there is the text — ‘ Chaiuhahaiamdindrd hdrhatdh pragdihafi, trayash- 
trirmhatancha sato barhxitdstrikdh ’ There are IQi Pragdthas in the Brhatl 
metre, with Indra as the deity ; there are 33 triads in the Brhatl metre 

The qxxestion that arises is — Should the singing of the Sdman be done 
over the verse-triad made up of two verses and the third obtained by the 
interlinking of those two verses ?— Or should it be done over three distinct 
verses (viz. two from one Pragdtha, and the third from the next Pragdtha) ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — The singing should be done over three 
(independent) verses.^ — Why so ? — Because in connection with the Primary 
Sacrifice we read — ‘ Therefore there is a single Sdman sung over a Verse- 
triad ’ ; and this is applicable to the case in question under the General Law 
(relating to the Primary and its modifications) ; hence the singing should be 
done over three verses.” 

In answer to tliis, we iiave the following Siddhdnta : — 

SUTRAS (25-27). 

In ElALITY, WHAT IS OBTAINED BY INTERLINKING [SHOULD BE 
USED EOR THE SINGING] (25) ; — THUS IT IS OVER ITS OWN, 

(26); — EVEN SO IS THE NAME ‘PrAGATHA’, (27). 

Bha§ya. 

The singing should be done over the verses by twos ; thus alone can 
the singing be said to be done on its own otm — what?” — own 
Pragdtha. — “How would the Pragdtha be its ownt^'- — Because the 
Pragdtha has been laid down in connection with the Brahma-Sdman sung 
at the Oavamayana, — hence the Pragdtha is the Brahma-Sdman' s ‘ ovm ’ ; and 
the term 'pragdtha'' always means the Pragdtha of the particular Sdman 
itself. 

SUTRA (28). 

Also because the indicative text makes- no deviation 

POSSIBLE. 

BM§ya. 

There is the following indicative text — ‘ Pahchasu ■ mdhsu bdrhaiafy 
pragdthdh dpyante ’ [In five months are the Brhati-Pragdthaa obtained] 5 
and this is possible only if there is iMerlinking (between two verses), not 
when the singing is done over three distinct verses.—' How so ? ” — ^There 
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SHABAEA-BHASYA : 

are 104 Pragdthas ; — of these there are two Pragdthas between Brfiat and 
Rathantara at the Jyotiatoma ; — ^between the Naudhasa and Kaley a alno, 
there are two Pragdthas at the sarhe sacrifice j — then, there is the Indra- 
kratii Pragdtha at the later Yaksas ; — the remaining 99 Pragdthas should 
have to be done over the Ahhipluvas. In connection with the Prsfhas, 
Sato-Brhatls have been laid down ; — and ’ the Sato-Brhatls come on thg> 
third day of the Abhiplavas ; — thus of the Abhiplavas, 100 Days remain; 
on the last day of these come the Sato-Brhatls, and on the other 99 daj's, 
come the 99 Pragdthas. Even so the term '' dpyante.'' P are obtained’) 
occurring in the indicative text becomes applicable. — On the other hand, 
if the singing is done over three distinct verses, then, the 66 verse-triads 
would take three and seven months to be completed. — From this indicative- 
text therefore it is clear that the singing should be done over the Pragdtha. 

Says the Opponent— Why cannot the singing be done over the first 
verse-triad, — and then taking one verse out of these three, along with two 
other verses from elsewhere, the singing could be done over the verse- triad 
thus made up ? In this way, the general law implying the singing of the 
verse-triad would become followed, and the indicative, text — ’ Pmlchasu 
etc.’ would become explicable 

Answer — ^The Indicative text shows that no deviation is possible; 
that i.s, there are other verses, but the Sdnicm i-s the same. 

From ail this it follows that the singing should be done over the 
Pragdtha obtained by the interlinking of the verses by twos. 



Adhikaeana (12): There is Optio% in the use of the 
nm^ifications of syllables and other musical modulations. 

SUTRA (29). 

Inasmuch as they seeve the same- puepose, theee should be 

OPTION AMONG THEM. 

Bhdsya. 

There are a thousand mTisieal modulations in the Sdma~veda. 

Question — “ What are these ‘ musical modulations ’ ? ” 

Ansu'er — Music (singing) is an act j it gives expression to particular 
sound-notes produced by the internal (volitional) effort of Man ; it is spoken 
of under the name of ‘ Sdman ’ ; it is sung over verses of fixed .dimensions ; 
hence for the piorposes of securing the requisite music, it becomes neceasary 
to have recourse to (o) Modification {vikara) of the syllables contained 
in the verses, — (b) Disjunction {Vishlesa), (c)- Withdrawal {Vikar8aii,a), 
(d) Repetition {Abhydsa}, (e) Pause (Virdma), (/) Break {Stobha) and so 
■ forth ; and all these have been laid down in the scriptures. 

The question that arises in regard to these is — ^Are all these to be used 
together ? — Or optionally ? 

The Purmpaksa view is that — “ Inasmuch as all these have been 
laid , down in the scriptures, and the injunction of an act takes in all the 
details of that act, all the said modulations should be used together.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdrda ; — Inasmuch as 
they serve the same purpose, there shouM be option ; all the musical 
modulations are used with a view to serve the one purpose of accomidish- 
ing the required music ; so that when the required music is secured on the 
basic verse by means of any one of the modulations, there can be no need 
for the use of others.— Hence there should be Option among them. 


Adhikaeana (13): Smh injunctiom as Eckd stuvate — - 
Sdmnd stwoate ’ — mean that the ‘ Hymning ’ is to be 
done . by means of Sdfnan. 

SUTRA (30). 

[Pub,vapak§a] — “ Inasmitch as both serve the same purpose, 

THEBE should BE OPTIOH BETWEEN ‘ RK ’ AND. ' SAMAN ’ ; AS 
BOTH ABB MEANT TO SERVE THE PURPOSE (OF HyMNING).” 

BMsya. 

In Gomieotion with a particular sacrifice, we read — ‘ J^chd siumtef 
Samna stuvate ; yadrchd stuvate tadasurd anvavdyan ; yat sdmnd stuvate 
tadamrd ndnvavdyan ; Sdmnd atuvita ’ [‘ One should hymn with the Verse ; 
one should hymn with the Sdman; when they hymn with the Verse, the 
Asuras take it up ; when they hymn with the Sdman, the Asuras do not 
take it up ; one should hymn with the Sdman ’]. 

In connection with this, there arises the question — How should the 
Hymning be done ? May it- be done either with the Sdman or with the 
Verse, optionaUy ? — Or with the Sdman only ? 

On this, the Purvapah^a view is as foUows: — " There should be Option; 
it may be done either with the Verse or with the Sdman ; the sentence that 
‘when they hymn with the verse, the Asuras take it up’ is distinct by 
itself ; we find it making the statement that ‘ whenever the Hymning is 
done with the verse, the Asuras take it up which is complete in itself 
and this statement is made in answer to the question — ^How is one to know 
that the Hymning is to be done with the verse But for what purpose 
is tliis done. ? ’ — It is done with a view to see that the Hymning might 
•form part of that j^articular • sacrifice in connection with which it is 
mentioned ; and this is gathered, by the force of actual usage, from the 
declaration of the entire procedure.-H^iyecfion — ‘ But the mention of Asuras 
is deprecatory of the act’. — ^Not so, we reply. We do not recognise the 
Asuras as being either deprecated or appreciated ; all that we gather from 
the statement is that the act mentioned is one that should be done. — Similarly 
the sentence ‘ One should hymn with the Sdman ’ is distinct, by itself. — 
From ail this it follows that there should be Option. The Verse and the 
Sdman both being meant for hymning, their purpose is one and the same, 
— viz. that the Hymning should be done ; and as this can be done by either 
|one of the two, there should be Option.” 



AtoHYAYA JX, tibA li, ADHIKABAJNA (13). 

SOTRA (31). 
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[SidbhInta] — On the stbength of Dibect Declabation, thebe 

SHOULD BE USE ( OF ONE ONLY). 

BMsya. 

It is not right that there shoxild be option ; as a matter of fact, there 
should be use of the Sdnmn only. — ^Why ? — ^Because there is a sentenee 
declaring the use of Smnan — ‘ When they hymn with the verse, the Asurm 
take it up, — one knowing this shouhi hymn with the Soman ’ ; here we find 
the hymning with Sdman eulogised by a direct eulogistic assertion ; in the 
other case, the eulogy would have to be assumed, — to the effect that 
‘ because the Asuras take it up therefore the hymning should be done with 
the verse On the other hand (as we take it) if the Hymning with Sdman 
. is eulogised, then the statement that ‘ When the hymning is done with the 
verse, the Asuras take it up’, comes to be taken m its direct sense of 
deprecating what is here mentioned (i.e. Hymning with the verse) and thereby 
eulogising the other course (i.e. Hymning with the Sdman) ; and in tlxis case 
there is nothing to be assiuned. — “ But how do you know that the statement 
is deprecatory ? We deduce it from the eulogy bestowed on the other 
course. — ^Froin all tliis it follows that the Hymning should be done with the 
Sdman. 


Or, the Sutras (30-31) may be interpreted as presenting the following 
Adhikarana— 

Adhikarajsta (14): The ^ Akavanlya^ should be wor 
shipped with the verse ‘ Ayam sahasramdnava, etc. ’ 
as duly set to music. 

[Obtained by a second interpretation of Sutras 30-31.] 
SUTRA (30). 

[PObvafaksa] — “Inasmuch as both serve the same puefose, 

THERE SHOULD BE OPTION BETWEEN THE VeBSE AND THE 
SAMAN ; AS BOTH ABE MEANT TO SERVE THE PURPOSE.” 

BM§ya. 

In connection with a certain sacrifice, we read — ‘ Ayam sahasranmnw 
ityetayd dhavanlyamupatiathate ’ [‘ With the verse Ayam sahasramdruiva, & 
one worships the Ahavaniya Fire’]. 
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ssababa-bhIsya ; 


In regard to this, there arises this question — Should the worshi/pp'^vg be 
done with the verse without setting it to music ? Or should it be done with 
it as sot to music ? 

The PurvapaJc^a view is as follows ; — “ The worsliipping may be done 
with the verse, either sung or imsimg. — Why ? — ^Because there is no definite 
injunction one way or the other. Whether sung or unsung, the verse 
remains the same ; in both eases, people regard it as the same verse ; hence 
there should bo no restriction in the matter ; and when there is no restriction, 
thou, inasmuch as both, the verse as .well as tho Silman (sung), serve the 
purpose of hymning, there should be option.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddlimtkt : — 

SUTRA (31). 

On the stbenoth of Direct Declaration, there should be 

USE OF ONE ONLY. 

Bhdsya. 

1(7 is the verse set to music (siuig) that should be used, not that which 
is not set to music (unsung). — Why so ? — ^Because of Direct Declaration ; — 
the words ^ Ayam sahacrafnanonta iiylitaya, ’ refer to what forms the subjeot- 
mattpr of the Corrtext ; and in the Satruweda what forms the subject- 
matter is the verse as set to music ; hence it is sucli verse that should be 
taken as refermd to by the pronoun ‘ etayd But in the S&mavSda 
we also find verses that are not set to music”.— True ; but such verses are 
there only for the purpose of being connected witii music ; unless a verse 
is mentioned in its simple form, it is not possible to set it to music ; hence 
it is for the piirf)osti of being set to music that the unset verse occurs in the 
text of the Sdmaveda ; i.e. the reading of the verses (not set to music) is 
always understood as being for the purpose of being cpmiected with a 
Baman (music) ; for the simple reason that there can be no setting of the 
Bdman (music) without the words of a verse ; while it is possible to have 
a verse without Sdman (music) ; so that the verse does not always require 
the music. — Hence it follows that, in the Sdmaveda, whenever we find the 
worshipping or the hymning (as to be done with a verse), it is always under- 
stood as to be done with the verse set to music (and sung), and not with the 
verse not set to music (and imsung). 

Says the Opponent — “ If, on the basis of Context, the conclusion be 
that the verse used should be as set to music, — ^while on the basis of Direct 
Declaration it follows that' it should be used as not set to music, — such direct 
declaration being found in recensional texts other than that of the Sdma- 
veda, — then the latter alternative should be adopted, as Direct Declaration 
would always set aside the implications of the Context," 

Our answer to this is as follows ; — The Direct Declaration — ‘ Ayamsahas- 
ramdnava ityetayd, etc. ’ do.es not lay down the words of the verse ; it only 
mentions the opening words; and hence when it is taken us standing "for 
the verse as occurring in the Ctmtext, the term *■ verse ’ is taken in its direct 
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primary sense ; on the other hand, in accordance with the Purvapakaa, 
the mention of the opening words of the verse would be taken in its indirect 
secondary sense and when there is a conaict between Direct Denotation 
and Indirect Indication, it is more reasonable to accept the former. Hence 
it follows that the tvorshipping should be done with the ver.se as set to mmin. 


Or, the Sutras (30-31) may be taken as representing the following 
Adhikaraiyi. 

ADHiKARAi^rA (15) : The ‘ Ydjyd ’ and ‘ Anuvdhyd ’ 
Mantras like ^ Agnirmurdhd divdk^ etcJ should he 
recited in the ‘ neutral ’ tone. 

[By the third interpretation of Sutras 30-31.] 

SUTRA (30). 

[P0EVAPAK§A]— •“ INASMUCH AS BOTH SERVE THE SAME PURPOSE, 
THERE SHOULD BE OPTION, BETWEEN ‘ VeRSE ’ AND ‘ SAMAN * ; 

AS BOTH ARB MEANT TO SERVE THE 
PURPOSE.” 

Bha§ya. 

In the case of the injunction of Vedic Mantras, some are found to be 
mentioned with three accents and some with four accent^. — Question — 
“ Those that are mentioned with four accents,^ — do they adopt an accent 
in addition to the three ordinary accents, the Udatta (High), Anuddtta (Low), 
and SvarUa (Mixed) ? ” — ^No ; the accents in these also are those same that 
are found in those of the other class.— “ Then what do they do with these ? ” 

■ — ^They read these mantras with a tone that passes beyond the limits of the 
three ordinary ones. [This fourth being what is called ‘ Tara ’ or 
‘ ’, i.e. the ‘ Neutral Tone 

Now, there arises this question — ^Are all these accents to be used 
together, all at one time ? — Or optionally ? 

"The view that appears to be reasonable is that ‘Inasmuch as the 
Injunction of the performance takes in all the details, all the tones should 
be used together’. — But our {Puppapakgin's) answer to this is that “inas- 
much as the same purpose is served by all, there .should be option. The 
purpose served by the use of all the tones is one and the .same,— that of 
reciting the text of the MarUra; hence there should be option in their 
Tfse.” ■■ ■ 
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SHABABA-BHASyA : 


SUTRA (31). 

[Siddh.Inta] — On the strength of Direct Declaration, there 

SHOULD BE USB OF ONE ONLY. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the following Direct Declaration inferred on the basis of 
Smrtis - — ‘ At the sacrifieial performance, the neutral tone should be adopted ^ ; 
lienee mantras should be recited in the iSleutral tone. — Question — “ Then why 
should tliere bo any use of the three and /our accents ? ” — 

Answer — Their use will serve the purpose of indicating the precise 
meanings (of the words of the Mantrap. 



Abhikabana (16) In the case of such injunctions as 
^ One sings the Mathantara over the Uttard verses"^, 
the singing should he done in accordance with 
the syllables of the ‘ Uttard ’ verses. 

SUTRA (32). 

[P0RVAPAK8A] — “ The modification in a part of the Saman should 

BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE BASIC VERSE, AS THIS IS 
WHAT IS LAID DOWN BY THE SCRIPTURAL INJUNCTION.” 

Bhdsya. 

We have such texts as — ‘ Rathantaramuttarayorgayati, yadyonyam 
tadvitarayorgdyati, Kamtlm rathantaram gdyati, Vimtsu vamadlvyam ’ 
[‘ One sings the Rathantara over the Uttard verses ; one sings that in the 
Uttard verses which is in the basic verse ; one sings the Rathantara over 
the Kavatl verses ; and the Vdmadevya over the F^rat verses 

The question that arises is — Should the singing be done in accordance 
with the syllables of the' Uttard verse? Or with those of the basic 
verse ? 

Question — “ In what way is the singing done in accordance with the 
syllables of the Uttard verses ? And in what way is it done in accordance 
with the syllables of the basic verse ? 

Answer — ^We shall explain this by means of an example : In accordance 
with the rule ‘ Vrddharddlavyamdl' (?) [‘ the a-I comes after the aug- 
mented Palatal syllable’] ‘ a-i ’ when the modulation is introduced in one 
part of the basic verse,— if the same modulation is introduced in the same 
part of the Uttard verse also, — then, the singing is said to be done in 
accordance with the syllables of the basic verse ; — if, however, the Palatal 
syllable is found in the Uttard verse in a different part, and the modulation 
‘ d~\ ’ is introduced in that part, then the singing is said to be done in 
accordance with the syllables of the Uttard verse. — Tlie question thus is 
that which of these two courses should be adopted. 

The Purmpaksa view is as follows : — “It should be done in accordance 
with the syllables of. the basic verse. — ‘ Wh.y ? ’ — Let us consider what 
is done in a ease where in a certain part of the basic verse tlie syllable ' e ’ 
is modified into the modulation ‘ a-i ’. What is dono^ is that the 
syllable ‘ e ’ is not prono\mced — the syllables ‘ a ’ and ‘ I ' are 
brought in in its place. Siich being the case, here,— in the case of the 
i'ttard verse also, there shotild be no pronouncing of the syllable occurring 
in the corresponding part, and in its place, the syllables ‘a’ and ' i ’ should 
bo brought in. In this way the singing over the Uttard verses comes to be 
the same as that over the basic veri^.-^From this it follows that the singing 
should be done iu accordance with the syllables of the basic verse— Further, 
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if it is done in this way, then the xnnsic is not spoilt ; while in any other 
case, it might be spoilt in certain points ; in ffict, it would be clearly spoilt 
In a case where a long music is- sung over a small number of syllables,— if 
the a fyi g in g were done in accordance with the syllables of the IJttara verses, 
h’or this reason also, the singing shoiild be done in accordance with the 
syllables of the basic verse.—Then again, in some cases the order of 
syllables is followed, — ^where the syllable modified into ‘ a-i ’ does not occur 
in any particular order of sequence ; — while in other cases the Vedic text is 
followed, — where there is no modification made. Tn any case the singing 
don© at the time of the sacrificial performance should be in keeping with 
that done at the time of reading the Veda. For this reason also, the singing 
should be done in accordance with the syllables of the basic verse ; so that 
t}i& modifi(xUim—~mto such modulations as ‘ a-i ’ and the like — in a part of 
the Soman should be in accordance with the basic verse ; it has been laid down 
in the scripture that ‘ that which is done in the basic verse should be done 
in the Uttard verses ’ ; from which it follows that in the XJttard venses the 
modulation ‘ §r-i ’ should be introduced at that same point at which it has 
been done in the basic verse.” 

StJTRA (33). 

fSlDDHANTA]— BxTT BaDABI HOLDS THAT THE MODTJLATIOH IS TO BE 
DONE TO THE LETTER, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LETTER ; 

BECAUSE THE LETTERS ARE DIFFERENT. 

Bhdsya. 

Badari has held the opinion that the .singing should be done in 
accordance with the syllables of the Uttard verses, — and not in accordance 
with the part of the basic verse. The modification into ‘ a-I ’ that is done 
to the basic verse is not something new brought in, nor is the .syllable 
‘ 0 ’ dropped there (in place of which something new could be brought in) ; . 
because the syllable ‘ e ’ actually contains the letter ‘ a ’ and the letter ‘ i 
the articulation of the former being ‘ contracted ’ and that of the latter 
‘ expanded and both of these are elongated (into ‘ a’ and ‘i’); and 
though these elongated forms are incorrect, yet their coalescence brings 
about the conjunct vowel ‘e’ which is quite correct; — ^and what is done 
(when the modulation ‘ a-i ’ is made) is that tlie constituent letters ‘ a ’ and 
‘ i ’ are disjoined,— ^and not that any new letters are brought in; though 
a certain quality is prodtieed in the letters which was not there before. 
In all these cases, Direct Perception is the only guide. In the ease of 
the Uttard verses, if in a certain part there is a new letter (different 
from ‘ d-~i ’) and not a conjunct letter (like ‘ S’), — as there is no conjunction 
(between the letters), there can be disjoining ; on the other hand, in that part 
of the verse where there is a conjunct letter, the disjoining is done ; and in 
this way what was done in the basic verse is also done in the Uttard 
verses ; that is, what was done in the basic verse was the disjoining of the 
conjunct letters, and the same disjoining of the conjunct letters is dono in 
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the UUard verses also. In, any other case, a different process would have 
to be assumed. 

It has been argued that “ the music would be spoilt ’’.—But, as a matter 
of fact, it would not be spoilt; as it would be possible to do the 'mndma* (?) 
and then do the singing without any letters. In any case, where there is 
no conjunction, there can be no disjoining, and it would not be necessary 
to follow the Vedic text and the order of sequence. 



( 17 ) : Thesre is transference of ‘ Stohha ’ to 
the UUard verses. 


SUTRA (34). 

[POevapaksa] — There is ho tbanseebehce of ‘ Stobha ’ to ahotheb 

VEBSB,— JUST AS THEBE IS HONE OF THE VEBSE ITSELF ; SO SAY 
SOME.” 

Bhdsya. 


We have the declarations — ‘ One sings the Rathantara over the Kavatt 
verses ; one sings the Rathantara over the Uttard verses ; what one sings 
over’ the basic verse one sings over the Uttard verses ^We have understood 
that the singing is to be done in accordance with the syllables of the Uttard 
verses. 

The question that arises now is — ^Are Stobhm transferred or not ? 

[Siiira 39 below provides a general definition of ‘ Stobha ’ ; Madhava cites the 
following as an example : In the basic verse of the VdmadSvya Sdman, between 
the two halves, we have the modulation ‘ o-o-ho-hoi ’ ; this modulation is called 
‘ Stobha 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows “ Stobhas are not to be transferred. 
— ^Why ? — ^It is the Music, not the Stobhas, that constitutes Sdman ; and 
it is the music that is transferred; for the declaration contains the term 
‘ sings What one sings over the basic verse, one sings over the Uttard 
verses’. — ^Then again, the Stobha, having no connection with, what is 
expressed by the words of the verse, would be useless ; for this reason also 
it should not be transferred.— Further, somewhere there is the declaration — 

‘ One sings the Avabhrtha Sdman over the Aindrl verse ’ ; and in this case 
any applicability would be impossible ; from" the supplementary sentences, 
Jndra is understood, to be one who produces a cooling effect ; as such, the 
term ‘ tapati ’ (‘ warms ’) would be wholly inapplicable to him. — From all 
this it follows that the Stobha should be kept aloof from any verse other 
than the basic one ; — ^just as there is no transference of the syllables of 
one verse to the other, because the syllables are not music, in the same 
manner and- for the same reason, there should be no transference of the 
syllables of the Stobha also.” 

StJTRA (36). 

[Siddhahta]— Thebe should be tbahsfebehce of all, as they 

STAND ON THE SAME FOOTING ; THE MODEBIOATION WOULD GOME 
IN AS IN OBDINABY SINGING. 

BJidaya. 

It is not right that the Stobhas should be excluded ; in fact, there should 
be transference of all ; the term ‘ Sdman ’ stands for the whole of the music 
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along with all its details of mrse, stohha, accent, time, and repetition. — “ How 
do yon know that ? ” — We deduce it from the fact that it is used in this 
sense— Such being the case, if the Stobhas were excluded, then the pecu- 
liarity of the music due to those Stobhas would not be included (in the second 
verse) ; and this would be contrary to the declaration (that ‘ What is sung 
over the basic verse should be sung over the U tiara verses’); — hence we 
conclude that Stobhas should be transferred. 

It has been argued -that — “ the Stobhas, not being connected with what 
is -expressed by the words of the verse, would be useless — Our answer to 
tiua is that as in ordinary singing, so here also, they would not be useless, 
l-'or instance, in ordinary singing, musicians throw into the music many 
subsidiary factors, — and these serve the purpose of keeping the time of the 
and they are not uttered for being connected with thjg sense of the 
words (of the song), — ^and the very useful purpose is served by this, in that 
the time of the mxisie is easily kept ; — ^in the same maimer, in the case in 
question also, the Stobha-syllables would be carried on into the Uttard verses 
for the purpose of keeping time. 


SUTRA (36). 

There is a text also that indicates t h e connection. 

Bhdsya. 

There is a text that indicates that the Stobhas are connected with the 
other verses also : It is declared that ‘ the Stobhas and the OSaijas follow 
on ’ where the words of the text cease to come in ; ‘ Stohha ’ here stands 
for the Stobha-syllables, and ‘ Gesna ’ for the accent. — From this also it 
follows that the Stobhas are to be transferred. 

SUTRA (37). 

[Objection] — “ But, they should cease to come in, in cases where 

THE SENSE IS NOT APPLICABLE.” 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘ but ’) sets up an objection to the view just set forth. 

“ Such Stobhas as ‘ agnistapati ’ must cease to come in ; because in the 
latter part of the sentence Indra is spoken of as producing a cooling effect ; 
so that Stobhas like the one cited (which speaks of warming) would not be 
applicable. — ^This sets aside what has been said under Sutras 36 and 36 
to the effect that the Stobhas would be applicable and connectible as in 
ordinary singing.” 
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SUTRA (38). 

{Answerl — beauty, there must be tbahsebebnce ; the passage 
(quoted) being merely declamatory. 

Bhasya. 

Even Stobhas of the kind referred to should be transferred. As regards 
Indra, we do not see his form (and do not know if he is cool or hot) ; as for 
the supplementary declaration referred to by the Opponent, it is only 
declamatory. 



ADHiKAEAiyA (18) ; Definition of " StobJia \ 

StiTRA (39). 

According to .Tatmtnt [‘ Stobha ’ is] that which is ADDmoNAL and 
dissbolar; such being the use of the teem 
‘ Stobha 

BM§ya. 

Question — “What is - Stobha’ ? — ^Its definition has to be provided.” 

The answer is as follows — ^That which is in addition to (in excess of) 
the syllables of the verse, and is dissimilar to them, — ^i.e. does not belong to 
the same ‘ class ’ of letters as those, — ^is what is called ‘ Stobha \ It is to 
such letters that ordinary people apply the name ‘ Stobha ’ ; when, for 
instance, they say — ‘ Devadattena sabliaydm param pralapata bahustobham 
kcdhitam -they do so when they have found that much of what the man 
has spoken is more than what was necessary for conveying his meaning, 
and all tliis superfluity was totally dissimilar to what was necessary. 

It is not necessary for us to explain the use of the present AdhiTeara'^ 
which provides the deflnition of a certain thing ; in fact, the use of providing 
a definition lies in the mere fact that the thing in question becomes defined. 

Question — “ Why should the Sutra have mentioned both the adjectives ? 
Either one of them — ‘ in addition to ’ or ‘ dissimilar ’ — ^would have sufficed 
for defining the Stobha.” 

Answer — ^Not so ; because it may be that a letter is ‘ excessive but not 
‘ dissimilar ’ ; for instance, when there is repetition, — such as ‘ Shekadri- 
shchAdrih’ similarly a letter may be ‘dissimilar’ and not ‘excessive’ ; 
as in the ease of modifications — ^such as ‘ ogndl — Thus it is necessary 
to have both qualifications in the Sutra, 



Adhikaea]?a (19) : ‘ Besprinkling \ ‘ Threshing ’ and 

such details should he performed in the case of 
Nlvara and other things. 

SOTRA (40). 

I.H aEGABD TO (») SuBSTAEOES, (6) SUBSIDIARY ACTS, (e) MODIFICA- 
TIONS, (d) Changes, and (e) Prohibitions, — the injunctions 

MUST BE EOLLOWED, BECAUSE THEY ABE APPLICABLE TO 
THEM AND BECAUSE WHAT IS LAID DOWN AS TO 
BE DONE SERVES A DISTINCT PURPOSE. 

Ehdsya. 

(a) In connection, with the Vdjap^ya, we read — ‘ One offers the Nwam 
cooked on seventeen pans to Brhaspati ’ ; at the Primary Sacrifice {Daraha- 
PHriyimdaa), the grain used is FnM, which is besprinkled with water. — ^The 
question is — Should this besprinkling he done to the Nlvdra grain or not ? 
— {&) Similarly, there is the textr-‘ Speech gives out the UdgUha, when the 
i^a^ha-Prstha is completed ; one should not speak much, nor ask any one 
else, nor say anything to anybody else j when the ^adaha is omitted, 
one should eat Honey or Clarified Butter — ^The question here is — are the 
details of the §adaha applicable to the Eating of Honey or the Eating of 
Clarified Butter ? — (c) Again, in conneetion with the Mdjasuya, we read — 
‘ The cooked rice for Nirjti is prepared of grains unhusked with nails ’ ; 
at the Primary Original. Sacrifice, there is Besprinkling of the Pestle and 
Mortar (used for the unhusking of the Rice by Threshing) so the question 
arises — Is the Besprinkling to be done to the nails or not ? — (d) In con- 
nection with the Chdturmdaya, we read — ‘ One should tie the animal to the 
Paridhi ’ ; and the question arises — ^Are the details laid down in connection 
with the Post (to which the Animal is tied at the Primary Sacrifice) to be 
performed in connection with the Paridhi or not ? — (e) There is the text — 
‘ One should not utter the term gird-gvrd ; if the singer uttered these words, 
he would swallow himself; the singing should be done bypronotsncmg the 
term ird ' ; — ^the question arises — Are the details laid down in connection 
with the term '‘gird ’ to be performed in connection with the term 'ird\ 
or not ? - 

On all these questions, the Purvapaksa view is that — “ The details 
laid down in connection with the Vnhi grain and other things (mentioned 
above) cannot be applicable to the Nlvdra-grain and other things (that 
are laid down as to be used in place of the former), and hence they shotild 
not be performed in the case of these latter,” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddkdnta : — ^In connection with 
the Nivara-grain and other things, the Injunctions must be followed ; because 
the details laid down in coimeotidn with the respective Primary Sacrifices 



adhyIya IX, pIda n, adhikabana ( 19 ), 


1535 


are quite applicable to them. la coimeetioa with the Primary Sacrifice also, 
the particular details are laid down in reference to the transcendental result, 
not in reference to the Vrlhi-grain and other things; because what is laid 
down is a particular means of braiging about the transcendental result ; 
so that the details laid down are in reference to that result, and not to the 
VHM-grain and other things. This we have already seen above. — Then 
again, it is clearly understood that the Nlvdra-grain and other things serve 
the purposes served by the Vi^i-grain and other things respectively. 

(а) As for the Nivdra, the injunction regarding it is that ‘the Rice- 
offering should be prepared of Nivara-gmin ’ ; — and the Nivdra-grain cannot 
accord any help to the Sacrificial performance except through being made 
into Bice ; and it is clearly perceptible that the Nivdra serves the same 
purpose as the VrihL 

(б) Similarly in the case of the injunction, ‘One should offer the 

; it is understood that ‘when the is omitted’ — ’i.e. 

when the offering is not done with the 8adaha, — then ‘ recourse sliould 
be had to Honey and Clarified Butter ’ ; and as a rule, when it is found 
tixat one thing is dropped when another is present, it is understood that 
one is the substitute of the other ; so that when the text says that there 
should be Eating of Honey when the Sadaha is not there, it follows that 
the Honey serves the same purpose as the Sadciha ; and hence the obseryancea 
and restrictions connected with the Sadaha become applicable to. the Eating 
of Homy also. The Cups however do not come in in the ease of the Honey- 
Eating, as there is no Sacrificial Offering ; and so also there is no Hynwimg, 
as the Hymning has been laid down as to be done while holding the Cup 
or raising the Ladle [so that when there is no Cup or Ladle, there can be 
no Hymning'] ; and as there is no Hymning, there can be no Shamaana 
(Praying for gifts), which is laid down as to be done after Hymning’, 
Similarly, there being no Savana, the Savanlya. offerings do not come in. 
Thus, for one reason or the other, certain details do not come in in the case 
of Honey-Eating ; but the Observances and Restrictions do com© in ; as also 
such other details are not absolutely useless. 

(c) As regards the imhnsking of the rice xoith the nails, —tlaB Rice-grains 
do not become so ‘ unhusked ’ unless the husks are all removed with the 
nails ; hence it follows that the nails have boon laid down as to be ^is<^d for the 
purpose of removing the husks ; and as such, they bocqmo connected with 
the details laid down in connection with the Pestle and Mortar, 

(d) Similarly, the Paridhi is used for the purpose for which the Sacrificial 
Post is used, — as is distinctly laid down in the text ‘ They tie the animal 
to th(' Paridhi ’ ; hence it follows that the details laid down in lionneotioii 
with the Post should appertain to the Paridhi. 

{e.) In the sentence ‘ One should not utter the words gird-gis'd , — one 
should sing, pronouncing the words ird w;e do not have the injunction 
of both — of the proliibition of ‘ gird ’ and of the. use of ‘ird' as, if it were 
so, then there would be a syntactical split. Nor can the word ‘ ird ’ be taken 
as merely referred to, as it has not been enjoined before; to the Prohibition 
however, a reference is possible ; because when the ward ‘ ird ’ is used, it 
is clear that the word ‘ gird ’ cannot be used. The sentence is understood 
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as layinij dovm oialy one form in wMch tiie word can be pronounced ; — ^tbe 
sense being tbat ‘ inasmuch as there is this danger in the use of the word 

one should use the word ira.’ If the sentence were taken as laying down 
several distinct forms of words to be \ised, — ^then there would be need of 
several assumptions of TransoMidental Results.— The sentence cannot be 
taken as enjoining the dangerous thing that ‘ one should swallow himself ’ ; 
because as for the man’s own body, it is unpossible for him to swallow it ; 
if it refers to the Supreme Soul, th^ its ’* swallowing ’ would not be anything 
undesirable ; — and the defect of syntactical split would remain all the ^me, 
in this case also. — ^Hence the mention of the word ‘ gird ’ in the sentence 
in question should be taken as meant to show that the w(Md. ‘ ird ’ serves 
the same purpose as ‘ gird \ — this being the meaning of the assertion tlmt 
* one should not sing, uttering the words gird-gird — ^From this it follows 
that the details laid down in connection with the word ‘ gird ’ diould 
appertain to the word ^ird\ 

Thus the same conclusion is arrived at in connection with all the -five 
eases.. 

regards the Paridki, we are going to have a discussion in the following 
Adhikara^^ 



Adhikabana ( 20 ): The details of the Sacrificial Post - 
should he performed in connection with the Paridhi, 

SUTRA (41). 

[Poevapaksa] — “ In view op the phrpose por which the Paridhi 

IS BEOTJGHT INTO EXISTENCE, THERE SHOULD BE EXCLUSION 
PROM IT (op the details OF THE PoST), — BECAUSE 
THESE DETAILS ARB BASED UPON THE FUNC- 
TIONS OP THE Post.” 

BMsya. 

In connection with the Ghdturmdsya sacrifices, it is^ .declared — ‘ They 
tie the animal to the Paridhi at its middle point ’. — ^It has been declared 
(in the preceding Adhiharatyx^ that the details laid down in connection with 
the Post should be performed in connection with the Paridhi, — ^This view 
is now denied in the following Purvapaksa — “ The details should not be 
performed, — in view of ihe purpose for which the Paridhi is brought into 
eodatenoe ; that is to say, the Paridhi is brought into existence for the 
purpose of ‘ clothing ’ {paridhdna, i.e. surroimding), the Ahavanlya Fire ; 
consequently the details connected with the Post should be excluded from 
it ; — specially becattse these details are based upon the functions of the Post ; 
i,e: through the tying of the animal, which brings about the particular 
transcendental result, the details in question connect themselves with that 
transcendental result. Now the thing that has been declared to be part 
and parcel of the act of tymg the ariimal must be regarded as having been 
brought into existence for the purpose of that tying ; so that, when a thing 
has been brought into existence for the ‘ clothing ’ (surroimding) of the 
Ahavanlya Fire, — ^if it is used as part and parcel of something else, the animal- 
tying may be done to it ; but that cannot justify the application to it of the 
details of the Post ; because what may be done to that thing would not be 
done to the Animal, nor to anything connected with the Animal. — Further, 
the details of the Post would be excluded from the Paridhi for the very reason 
that it is Paridhi and as such is covered with bark (which the Post is not), 
and is not vertical (as the Post is) ; and further, it would be necessary to 
modify also the formula ‘ Bring Clarified Butter for the Post which would 
be entirely objectionable. — From all this 'we oonofude that the details 
•connected with the Post are not to be adopted in the case of the Paridhi 
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SUTEA (42). 

‘'[SiDBHIOTA] — I lT BEALITY, THE DETAOiS 'SHOirLD COMB IH, AS THEY 

WOULD BE USEFUL ; AHD THE EMBELLISHMENT IS FOB THAT 
PUEPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, the details connected with the Post should find room in con- 
nection with the Paridhi ; because those details have been laid down, aa 
helping in the work of tying the animal ; and if any other tiling brings about 
the tying, it does help in, the work of the tying ; — ^now the Embellishment 
in question (consisting in the detailed processes through^ which the Po^' 
is carried) brings about the tying •, mx6. it does not depend upon the fact 
of the thing concerned {Post or Paridhi) having, or not having, been brought 
into existence for that purpose ; — Whence the details connected with the Post 
must be performed in connection with the Paridhi. 

It has been argued that the Paridhi has the bark on it and is not 
vertically placed [and as sach does not ressemble the Post]. — ^The answer 
to that is that such of the details would be performed as are not incompatible- 
with the character of the Paridhi, — and not those that are incompatible 
with it. 

St?TRA (43). 

The name also would apply to the Substitute by bbason of 

THE COMING- IN OF THE DETAILS, SPECIALLY AS THEY 

ABE SOMETHING NEW. ' 1 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been argued that the formula ‘ Bring Clarified Butter for the 
Post ' would (according to the Siddhdrvta) have to be modified (in th<^ case of 
the Paridhi). — ^The answer to that is that there need be no modiiicatiou ; 
because, by reason of the coming in of the details (connected with the Post) 
the name * Post ’ also would be applicable to the Paridhi ; because the name 
is due to those details ; and hence it should be just as applicablu to the 
Paridhi as to the Post. Hence there need be no modification of tho term 
‘ Post ’ in the said formula. 


Abhikarana (21): The details connected with the ' Pra- 
nltd water ’ should he performed in connection with 
suhstames like the ‘ Shrta ’ {Boiled Milk) 
and ‘ Dadhi ’ {Curd). 

StJTRA (44). 

[Puevapak^a] — “ The two substances aee eob difeeeent purposes ; 

NOR IS THEBE ANY SIMILARITY OF PURPOSE (BETWEEN THE TWO 
things) ; AND THE EMBELLISHMENT IS FOR THAT 
PURPOSE.” 

Bhdsya. 

The sufoject-mattw of the present Adhikara-m are the phrases ‘ Shfie- 
charum' (Riee Cooked in, boiled milk) and Dadlianshcharum ’ (Bice Cooked 
in Curd), as occurring in the following passage — ‘ Vi va htam prajayd pashu- 
bhirardhayati, vardhayatyasya hhrdtTvyam, yasya hamrnm^ptam purastd- 
chchandramd abhyudeti ; aa iredhd iapduUln vibhajet ; ye r^iadhymndstdnagnayS 
dMrS purodAshmastahapdlannirmpU ; ye stJiavisthdstdnindTdya praddtri 
d^ha'dshclvarum ; ye k^odisfMstdn vismve ahipivi^tdya shrte charum\ 

In regard to these two phrases, there arises the following question — 
Should, or should not, the details connected ‘with the ‘ PrayMa ’ [Water 
sanctified for the purpose of Cooking Rice] be performed in connection with 
the * Shrta ’ (Boiled Milk) and ‘ Dadhi ’ (Curd) ? 

The Purmpakm view on this question is as follows “ The details in 
question should not be performed. The thing in question {Boiled Milk 
or Curd) is for the purpose of being offered, not for the purposes for which 
the Praijdia water is used ; as a matter of fact, the Curd, along with a portion 
of the Rice, is to be offered to Indra-Praddtr ; and similarly the Boiled Milk^ 
along with another portion of the Rice, is to be offered to Vi^u^Shipunata; 
so that neither the Curd nor the Boiled Milk has been enjoined for the 
purpose of Cooking (the Rice). As for the presence of the Locative Ending 
(in ^ Shrte* a,uA‘'* Dadhani*), that is a mere reference; for, as a matter of 
fact, neither the Curd nor the Milk has been enjoined for the purpose for 
which the PranUd water is used. Consequently those two substances are 
not connected with the details connected with the Pra^tita water. — ^Nor is 
there any similarity of purpose between the Prarkitd water and the Curd ; 
— and the Embellishment (due to the details in question) is for the accom- 
plishment of that purpose, through the act of Cookiny. From all this it 
follows that the details connected with the PranUd-water are not to be 
adopted in connection with the Milk or the Curd.” 
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Sm?RA (45). 

[SiBDttlOTA]— T hey shouIiI) be pbkfobmed ; because the 

PUEPOSB IS PULMULBB. 

BMsya. 

It is not right that the Details connected with the PraijiitS-vxxter should 
not he performed in connection with Curd and Milk ; as a matter of fact, 
these details have been enjoined as helping in the Cooking (of Bice), — and 
not in connection with any substance brought in for the purpose of cooldng ; 
only in the latter case could the need for the details be regarded as haAong 
ceased to exist in the case of substances other than the water. In fact, 
the details are performed with a view to definite transcendental results ; 
and the act of Cooking (which is done with wator) is done with Curd and 
MUk also j hence these also should be connected with the said details. 



Adkikahana (22) : The, characteristic details of the 
‘ Brhat ’ and ‘ Rathantara ’ Sdrmns are restricted 
in their application. 

StJTRA (46). 

[PCBVAPiJK^A] — “ iNASMirOH A8 THEY SBEVE ONE AND THE SAME 
PUBPOSE, THERE SHOULD BE NO DISTINCTION,” 

BM§ya, 

In oonnectioa with the Jyotiftorm, it is declared — Brhceb 
bhamti ratharUarcm pj-^fham bhavati \ [and in connection with these Sarmm, 
certain details have been prescribed. The question is — Are these details 
restricted to each Bdman 7 — Or should all be performed in connection with 
both 7] 

The PUrvapak^a view on this question is as follows — “ It is clear -that 
the two Sdmcma are optional alternatives certain details have been laid 
down in connection with the accomplishment of the Bj'hat- Bdman with a 
view, to the same purpose for which the Ratiiantara-Sdman is used ; — hence 
it follows that the details connected with the Brhat and the details con- 
nected with the Rathantara should all be performed in connection with 
both. And the mention of the Bj-hat or the Rathantara would, in this case, 
be taken as meant for the pmrpose of indicating the particular Sdrmn to 
be used (in a particular case) 

StJTRA (47). 

[Siddhanta] — They should be ebsteicted, because op the 

SPECIPIOATION. 

Bkdsya. 

On account of the specification, the details connected with the Rathantara 
should be performed in connection with the Rathantara only ; such details 
being specified as — ‘ It should not be sung loudly, nor should it be sung 
with force ; when the Rathaniara is being sung, one should close his eyes, 
one should turn his eye towards Heaven and so forth. The details con- 
nected with the Brhat are — ‘ The Brhat should be sung loudly ; 
when the Brhat is being sung, one should think in his mind of the ocean ^ 
and so forth. — ^This specification in this form can serve a useful purpose 
only when the two sets of details are respectively restricted. Otherwise, 
the mention of the ‘ Brhat ’ and the ‘ Rathantara ’ would have to be taken 
as merely illustrative ; and in that case the words could be taken in a figura- 
tive sense ; but so long as a word' can be taken in its direct primary sense, 
it is not right to take it in an indirect figurative sense. 
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It has been argxied that both the Batlm^tara and the Brhat serve the 
same purpose. — It i.s true that they serve the same purpose — of accomplish- 
ing tlie Sm-nan ; and yet it is also true that the Smumi is accomplished bjr 
tlie Si'hai in one way and it is ^complished by the Ratha/tiiwa i!i au entirely 
different way. For instance, when a piece (of .stick or bamboo) is Xo bo 
divided, there are two ways o£ doing it— (1) that two men should pnli n 
at the two ends, and (2) it should be cut by a sharp-edged weapon ; mow 
the process of sharpening the weapon to be used is connected with the 
.second wa:-' of cutfvtig t,h.e bamboo, and not with the way of pulling it at 
the two end-:,—s>von though tliis latter way also serves the same purpose.— 
In the same manner, the question to be coirsidered is — Are the details of 
ihe> Brhat to be eiiviployed in coraiection with the Rathanta/ra wdrich serves 
the same purpose as the said Brhat ? And on the strength of the aforesaid 
speeitication. w'e conclude as follows : The Bf-hat accomplishes the purpose 
in on© way M\d the Raflrnxmra acconiplislies it in an entirely different way. 
And we directly perceive another point of difterenee also ; The Rathantara 
aooompUshes the Saman by setting forth the ^ Shura' and other hymns, 
while the Brhat aecomplishes it by setting forth tlie ' Chitra’ and other 
hymns. Thus the details of the Rathantara are restricted to the Shura 
and other hymns, and as such should come in when the Ratha^iimu is 
proceeded with,— and not when the Brhat is proceeded with; similarly the 
details connected with the Brhat also are restricted to the Oh/lira and other 
hymns, and as such should come in only when the Brhat i.s proceeded with,— 
not when the Rathantara is proceeded with. — Tims there is restriction of 
the two sets of details. 


Abheearana (23) : In connection with the . \Kanva 
mtlmntam \ the details of both the ‘ BrJmt ’ and 
the' Rathantara^ are to he performed, 

SUTRA (48). 

In C03SNECTI0N WITH THE EIaNVA-RATHANTAEA, THEY SHOULD BE 
BESTEICTED ONLY WHEN THERE IS INCOMPATIBILITY, — BECAUSE 
IT IS A MODIFICATION OF BOTH. 

Bkdsya, 

There is the Vaishyastotna .sacrifice, laid down in the text — ‘ The Vaiehyn 
ehowld perform the Vaishyastoma sacrifice ' -in connection with it, there 
is the following declaration — ‘ The Kay>va’rafhmitam Suman is sung 

In connection with this, there arises the qtiestioB— In connection with 
the Kaii,m-rathantara, should the details of only one— either the Brhat or 
the Bathantara — be performed ? — Or of both ? 

On tliis question, the Puntapakpci view is as follows; — “The details 
of only one of the two should be performed. — Why 1; — Because of the 
specification contained in the following declaration — ‘ To llaihj.mi.am belong 
the details of the Eatkantara, and to the Brhat, the details of the Bfhat ’ ; 
and rmtil any thing further is declared, only that much can be accepted 
which has been already declared. From this it follows that the details of 
only one of the two should be adopted.'* 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta : — .In connection 
with the Kanva-rathantara, — because it is a modification of both, — i.e. becauso 
the Kavkva-ratharifara serves the functions of both, therefore, — it should take 
ill the details of both. In connection with the modification (i.e. the Kanva- 
rathantara), there is no specification, as there is in connection with the 
original {Bathantara and Brhat) ; it is only through Presumption that the 
details come in ; and in the case of the Kanva-rathantara, the Presumption 
applies equally to both ; hence it should take in the details of both. — It is 
only those details that are incompatible, — such as ‘ it should be .sung loudly, 
it should be sung with force ’ (which are not compatible with the Bathantara, 
winch is to be sung ‘ not loudly, nor with force ’) — that should be restricted 
(excluded) ; — those that are not incompatible should all come in. 

[According to Kuraarila, this Siddhanta is wrong, the right view being that the 
Details of the two should be treated as optional altemativea]. 


Adheearana (24) : In a case where both Sdmans are sung^ 
the details of each should he restricted to itself 

StJTRA (49). 

[PCTkvapaksa]— In a case whebe both Samans abb sung, it should 

BE AS IN THE FOBEGOING CASE ; BECAUSE THE PUBPOSE SEKYED 
IS ONE AND THE SAME. 

Bhdsya. 

There are certain, sacrifices where two Samam are sung ; ‘for instance, 

‘ Both should be sung at the Samaava ; both should be sung at the Qosam 

-In connection with the Aprachiti also, there is the declaration — ‘ At the 

Shaha, both the Brhat and the Raihantara should be sung — ^At the original 
Primary Sacrifice, there are details connected with the Brhat, as also details 
connected with the Batharvtarq. AH these details b^ome applicable to the 
Oosava and the rest, under the General Rule relating to the Primary and its 
modifications. 

Kow, there arises the question — ^At the sacrifice where two Sdmans 
are used, are the details of both to be brought in ? Or here also they should 
be restricted ? ' 

On this the Purvapak^a -view is as follows : — “ At the sacrifice with two 
Sdmans also it should be as in the foregoing case of the Kai}va-ragvantam. 
Because in this case both the Samans together make up the Prspha (Hjian), — 
not singly. Hence it would not be right for it to take in the details of any 
one of them singly j — ^here both appear conjointly ; — Whence both would 
fatlra in the details ; both appear conjointly ; i.e. they combine together for 
accomplishing the one purpose of making up the Prspha (Hymn) 

BVTUA ( 50 ). 

[SiDDHINTA] — ^In BEALITY, inasmuch as the details of each ABE 

FOB ITS OWN PUBPOSES, THEBE SHOULD BE BESTEIOTION, AS IN 
THE CASE OF THE OEIGINAL PbIMABY SaCBIFICE. 

Bhd§ya. 

The term ‘ m ’ (‘ in reality ’) indicates the rejection of the Purvapahsa 
■ view. It is not right that when the Brhat and the Rathantara appear to- 
gether, they should take in the details of both; in fact, the details of the 
Rathantara should apply to the Rathantara only, and those of the Brhat, 
to the Brhat only. — “Why so ? ’’-—Because details are for the purpose of 
that to which they belong ; i.e. the details of the Rathantara are for the 
Rathantara and those of the Brhat are for the Brhat. Then again, the details 
belong to the two Sdmans, not to the and when the Sdman is 
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sung, it is either the Baihantara only ov the Brhat only (at any one time) ; 
so that when the Bathantara is sung, the details of the Rathantam are to b© 
brought in ; and when the Brhat is sung, the details of should be 

brought in. The details are in fact brought in by virtue of the 
particular Sdman and the Soman produces visible as well as invisible 
(transcendental) effects ; hence the Sdrmm also has the capacity of determin- 
ing the details : — ^Frorn all this it follows that there should be res^icjAoP, of 
the details, as in the .case of the orighvd Prmuyry. Just as, when the 
Rathaivtara is sung at the original sacrifice, the details of the EadhmiMura 
are tfrought in, — ^arid when the Brhat is sung, the details of the Brhat are 
brought in; — similarly so should it he in the case in question also. 


Adhikarana (25) : The ‘ Pdrvana-Homa ’ and such acts are 
not to he done at the ‘ Saurya ’ and other Sacrifices. 
S0TEA (51). 

The two Pabvana-Homas do not comb nr, becadse the tbbm pbb- 

TAINS TO THE GBOTJP AND IT IS THE OBODP (OF ACTS) THAT IS 
PEBFOBMBD. 

Bhasya. 

There are the Darsha-Pur^amasa sacrifices, in connection with which 
there is the declaration — ‘ With the Sruva one offers the 
Parvana-Homas \ — In regard to the Saurya and other modifications of the 
Darsha-Pilrtuiindsa, there arises the question— Are the two Parva^a-Homm 
to be offered at them, or not ? 

The first point to consider in this connection is this — ^Are the Parmna- 
Homas an offering to be made in connection with a certain point of time ? 
Or one to be made as part of a group (of offerings) ? — In the former case, 
they should come in at the Saurya and other modificatory sacrifices ; while, 
if they form part of a group, then they do not come in. 

“ Why should this second question arise at all ? ” 

It arises, because usage points both ways ; among ordinary people in 
the whole country — ^from the Himalaya down to the Kumari (Cape 
Cornorin ?), the term '' parva’’ (from which ’’ parvaiia ’ is derived) is known 
as denoting a point _ of time, as also a group. 

The Purvapahaa view is that — “ The Pdrvatya-Homaa are an offering to 
be made in connection with a point of time ; we accept this usage, per- 
taining to the point of time [and hence the Horms should come in at the 
Saurya and other sacrifices] 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhanta : — ^At the modificatory 
or Ectypal Sacrifices, the two Pdrvana-Hcmas do not come in . — ^Why ? — 
Because (he term pertains to the grotip ; that is, the offering is spoken of as 
‘ Parvava on the basis of that usage of it which pertains to a group. The 
usage relating to the point of time we are going to. refute below. Hence, 
inasmuch as the term ^ Parvan ’ denotes a> group, what has to be performed 
is a group of offerings ; hence they cannot come into the modificatory 
sacrifices. 

S^EA (52). 

BitT the TEBM is CONNOTATIVB of the time ”, — ^IF THIS IS 
FBGED [then the answer is as in the next Sutra]. 

Bhasya. 

If you think that — “ the term ‘parmn’ denotes a point of time, and 
hence the offering in question should be made in connection with that 
point of time then we are going to refute it (in the following Sutra). 
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This 8utm merely states the objection; it is going to be developed 
later on. 

StJTBA (53). 

That oankot be ; as such is not the Context. 

Bhd$ya. 

There is no reference in the Context to any point of time ; while there is 
a distinct reference to the group. Hence, on the basis, of the particialar 
•Context, the term is taken as . denoting the group, not the point of time. 

Says the Opponent— “ The Context . cannot set aside the fact of the 
term ‘ parmn ’ denoting the poiM of time ; because Context is weaker in 
its authority than the Indicative Power (of words).” 

The answer to this is as follows — ^As a matter of fact, the term ' parmn ’ 
is not really connotative of both ; it really denotes only one ; if it denotes the 
point of time, then it is through the coxmeotion of this point of time that it 
oan be understood as pointing to the group ; while, if it denotes ihQ group 
then it is through its connection ■with this group that it can be understood 
as pointing to the point of time ; so that the correct thing is to teke it as aotu- 
«,Ily denoting either one of the two, not both. Such being the case, the reason 
in favour of its being taken as denoting the group is that it is in keeping 
with the Context. 

Jhirther, the term ^parvan ’ is derived from the root ‘ ’ ; and this 

root is known to be connotative of giving, offering ; and it is the groups that 
am offerings; hence the term must be •taken as standing for the group of 
off&niigs ; as this would be in keeping with the derivative meaning of the 
term. 

IVom all this it follows that the Parmrux-Homas cannot come in into 
the 8aurya and other modificatory sacrifices. 


SUTRA (54). 

Also because oe the woeds oe the Mantba. 

BM§ya. 

It is only in accordance with this view that the reference contained 
in certain Mantras would be applicable; the two mantras being — (a) 
‘ Bsalham vdfincm vdyam purtyxmascm yajamaM and (6) ‘ Amavasyd 
■subhagd sushevd ’. — [The former, used at the P&rvavja-lloma distinctly refers 
to the group of offerings that constitute the Purnamasa sacrifice, and the 
, latter mantra, also used at the Soma, di^inctly refers to the group that 
constitutes the Amavasyd or Darsha sacrifice]. 
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SHABARA-BHASYA : 


StJTRA (55). 

“ Ev®N THOTCH the GBOtTP IS- HOT THERE [AT THE MODIFICATORY 
SACRIFICES], YET LIKE ' AgNI ’ [iT WOULD COME IH] IF THIS 
IS URGED [then the answer is as giyen in the 
next Sutra^. 

Ekdsya. 

Opponent — “ It is not right that the Homas shotilcl not find room in 
the Modificatory Sacrifices. Because even though the group is not there,-— 
i.e. even though the term ‘ pdrvana’ denotes the group, — and the group 
is not there at the Modificatory Sacrifices, — ^j^et the Parvana-Homas must 
come in at them. — ^How ’—There may be some other deity indicated Vjy 
the term Pdrvat^a’) ; or the group itself, though not actually present, 
may be offered, for the purpose of helping the Saurya and other Modifieatorj’ 
Sacrifices ; — just as in the mantra ‘ Agnimagna dvaha \ Agni is invited for the 
purposes of the Sacrifice, — ^irrespective of its being present or not present 
there, — so would it be in the case in question also.” 

SUTRA (56). 

Not so ; the statement pertains to a particular topic. 



What has been urged is not possible, because the statement pertains 
to a particular topic; i.e. it lays down a detail in connection with that 
action to which the Context belongs ; — and then it is the Agmya and other 
offerings (constituting the Primary Sacrifices) to which the Context belong'S ; 
hence those (i.e. Agni, etc.) are the deities coimected with the Homa in 
question ; it k the Horrta offered to them that can be regarded as being 
for the sake of the deities. From this it follows that in a case where these 
deities are not present, the Homa for them cannot be offered ; so that 
the Pdrvaiyx-Homas must be excluded from the Saurya and other Modificatory 
Sacrifices. 



Adhikaba^a ( 26 ) ; The two ^ Pdrmm-Homas ’ are 
restricted to th§ Darsha ’ and ‘ Pur'mmasa * 
Sacrifices, each to each. 

StTBA (57). 

[FObvapak?a] — “They should peetaht to both, as 'rams 

CAST BE HO DISTINCTION.” 



The question that is raised now is— -Are both the PdTvana-Homm to 
be Differed at the Darsha as well as at the P’ur'tyitndsa ? — Or should' the 
Faur'v^.amasl-Homa be offered at the Purif^xmdsa sacrifice and the Darsha- 
Mofna at the Darsha sacrifice ? 

The Pfmnpaksa view is that — “both should be offered at both the 
sacrifices ; — why ?— because both the Romas have been spoken of in the 
Context of both the sacrifices ; and as such they should be offered at both 

StJTRA (58). 

[SlDDHiNTA]-“lN BBAIATY, EACH OE THE TWO HOMAS SHOULD BE OWEBED 
AT THAT SaCKIEICE WITH WHOSE NAME IT IS 
CONNECTED; 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (in reality) sets aside the PurmpaJc^a view. It is not 
right that both should be offered at both ; each of them should be offered at 
than sacrifice imth whose name it is connected ; as it can be helpful at that 
only ; and it would be useless at the other, and what is useless should 
not be done. It has been pointed out (in the last Adhi.) that the twm 
■ Homm pertain primarily to the group ot offerings; — hence it follows that 
each of them should appertain to that sacrifice only with whose name 
it is connected. 



ADHiKARAijrA (27) : Terms lihe " Samid^ and the resi^ 
occurring in such texis as ■ Samidho yajati ’ are 
\names of Sacrifices. 

SUTRA (59). ^ 

“It may appertain to the PeayIja”, — ^xe this be urged 
[then the answer is as in the next Sutra^. 

Bkdsya. 

In eonnection with the Darsha-Pun^amasa, Prayajas have been laid 
down in the following sentences — ‘ Samidho yajaii, tanmuipdtam yajati, 
ido yajati, harhiryajati, avahMkaram yajati \ 

In regard to this, the following question is, raised — ^Do these sentences — 
‘ Samidho yajati ’ and the rest — enjoin particular deities in the form of 
Samid and the rest, — the meaning being that ‘sacrifices are to be offered 
to Samid and the other deities ’ ? — Or they do not assert any connectioir with 
the Samid and the rest that occur in the Context, — i.e. they do not enjoin 
any deities with such names, in connection with the main sacrifice {Datsha- 
Pttnyxmdsa) 1 

On this question, ^urvapak^a view is as follows: — “What is 
enioined in the sentences is facrifice to ‘ Samid ’ and the rest ; and from 
%ntactioal Connection it is clear that ‘ Samid ’ and the rest are dsitiea. 
K we connect the sentence with the Samid, etc. mentioned in the context, 
the connection of the Context remains intact ; and the result of this would 
be that at the Praydja also there would be those same deities that are spoken 
of in the Context ; — and it is the Deity that is the principal factor, as in 
the Pdrvaiyx~Homa 

SUTRA (60). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^ lilOT so ; BECAUSE IT IS NOT ENJOINED. 

Bhd§ya. 

It cannot be as asserted above ; as in the sentences Samid and the rest 
are not enjoined aa deities. — Why ? — Became of the presence of the Accusa- 
tive Ending (in the words " samidhah \ ' tanmia(pdtam\ etc.). As a nile, 
whenever the deity is enjoined, it is either by means of the appropriate 
nominal affix or by means of the Dative Ending ; and it is only in these two 
cases that the idea of being for the sake of is connected ; and it is only when 
there is this idea of being for the sake of, that the word is understood to denote 
the Deity. As a matter of fact, the Deity is not any distinct species 
of Being ; so that the same may be the * deity ’ of one thing and not the 
deity of another ; one thing is the * deit;;^ ’ of another thing, when the 
latter is for the aake of the former. — ^As for the Accusative Ending, it is u^d 
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in. the sense of the most desired, so that it does not express the idea of any- 
thing being /or the sake of another. It is for this reason that a word with 
the Accusative Ending cannot denote the Deity. 

Says the Opponent — “ We shall assume the idea of being for the sake of ; 
as is done in the case of such sentences as ‘ Ftsnum yajaii’, ‘ Varunam 
yajati\” 

But here neither ‘ Vi^nu^ nor ‘ Varunet’ is a sacrifice ; nor is either 
of them anything else which could be the moat desired i and yet we 
have the Accusative Ending; hence what is done in this ease is 
that the idea of being for the sake of is assumed ; — or it Is taken 
as being expressed by some other word. — In the ease in question however, 
the said idea is not expressed by any other word,; nor can it be assumed - 
nor can the thing spoken of be regarded as something conducive to the 
accomplishment of the action of saxrijice. On the other hand, the very 
nature of the terms ‘ Samid ’ and the rest is such that they can be taken as 
signif3dng sacrifices ; as for the Accusative Ending, it is also used in cases 
where am coMon is the most desired factor ; as we find in such expressions as 
‘ Pdkam paehati ’. — ^From all this it follows that what the sentence ‘ Samidho 
yafati ’ means is that ‘ the Samid sacrifice should be performed — ^Whenever 
an action tending to the performance of a sacrifice is enjoined, it is the 
aacHflce that is enjoined. — ^If the sentence were taken as enjoining a deity, 

- — sxieh enjoining of the deity could he done only if the act of sacrifice 
itself had been enjoined ; and such injmrotion of what is enjoined would 
involve a syntactical split. Hence the sentence cannot be taken as the in- 
junction of a deity. And when tins sentence oapnot be taken as enjoining the 
deity, the injunction of the deity will have to be sought after in the words 
of the Mantras-, and in that case those Deities would be regarded as 
enjoined, through the words of the Mantra, for the simple reason that they 
are wanted and are compatible. Hence in the case of the sacrifices in 
question {Samid, Tanunapdt, etc.), the Deities should be taken to be those 
that are indicated by the words of the Mantras. 


End of P3da ii of Adhyaya IX. 



ABHYlYA IX. 

PADA III. 


Adhikabana (1) I Such terms as ‘ FnA^‘ ’ occir^^r^Uj in 
Mantras should he changed' when these Alarh'iii 
come to he used at a modificatory sacrifii>. 

SUTRA (i). 

It is true that at the Pbimaky Obigihal Saoisci'ice the wobbs 

OP THE MAOTEA SHOULD BE USED IH THBIE OBIGINAL POEMS, — 

AHD SO ALSO AT THE SUBSEQUENT SACBIPICE, BECAUSE THIS 
LATTBE HAS THE POBMEB FOB. ITS OEIGINAL ; — BUT IT 
CANNOT BE SO, WHEN THOSE WOEDS DO NOT 
SIGNIFY THE THING BEQUIEED, 

BMsyg,- 

Modificatory sacrifices form the subject-matter of this Adkikara^u, 
—such as (A) ‘ Desiring Bralimie glory, one should offer cooked rice to 
Surya \ — ‘ Desiring offspring, one should offer the. cake baked upon eleven 
pans to Indra-Agni \ — ‘ Desiring cattle, one should perform the Chiird 
sacrifice % — ‘ Desiring a village, one should offer the Sangrahanl to 
V'ish'U^dMvas \ — At the sacrifice wliich is the original primary of all these 
the mantra used in the offering is ‘ Agnaye jn^tam nirmpdmi ’ [‘ I offer this 
to Agni — -(B) Then, there is another modificatory sacrifice laid down as— 

‘ One should offer the Nivara cake baked on eleven pans, to Indra-Marutvat ’ ; 
— and at the sacrifice which is the ‘ original primary ’ of this sacrifice, the 
mantra used contains the mention of Vrihi — ^ Syonante sadanam kmomi 
ghrktsya dhdrayd .... vrihiiwm medha sumanasyarndnah \ 

In regard to both these sets of modificatory sacrifices (A and B), at 
which the use of the quoted above would come in tmder the General 

Law (laying down that ‘ the Modificatory Sacrifice should be performed in 
the same manner as its original Primary ’)— there arises the question— Are 
the mantras to be used (at the modificatory sacrifice) in their unchanged 
original forms ? — Or should there be a modification ? 

On this question, the PUrmpak§a view is as follows : — “ The Mantras 
should be used without any modification; it is only thus that the scriptural 
text would be preserved. The General Law is that what is done at the 
original Primary Sacrifice should be done also at the corresponding 
Modificatory Sacrifice ; — and the terms ‘ agni ’ and ‘ vrihi ’ have been used 
at the original Primary ; — therefore those same terms should he used at 
the corresponding Modificatory Sacrifices also.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — It is true that 
at the, original Primary Sacrifice the words of the Mantra should, be used in 
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«Aeir ongfinaZ/oms,— and that as it is used at the original Primary so should 
it be done at th& subsequent sacrifice, — ^i.e. at the Modificatory Sacrifice, 
that same Mantra should be used ; because this latter sacrifice has the former 
for its original. All this is quite true ; and yet we assert as follows ;~It 
cannot be as has been suggested, because those words do not signify the things 
required', tliat is, the terms \agni' and trnhi'' would not signify Surya 
and Nivara (which are the things required at the Modificatory Sacrifiees).^ — 
The term ‘ cha ’ in the Sutra has the sense of ‘ tu % (‘ but ’) ; what should 
be done by Mantras is that they should speak of the things (connected with 
the sacrifice), — -not that their mere form should be used ; as in this latter 
case, a transcendental result would have to be assumed (as following from 
such use of the Mardras) ; while by signifying the things required, they serve 
a visible purpose. — ^Prom all this it follows that the two terms should be 
■modified (at the Modificatory Sacrifices). 

SUTBA (2). 

Also beoattse we find an indicative text. 



In support of the above conclusion there is the following indicative 
text — ‘ Na mdtd vardhats, na pita, na bhrdtd, na salchd ’ [‘ The mother grows 
not, nor father, nor. brother, nor friend ’] ; — as a matter of fact, we actually 
see the brother and the friend growing ; hence the sentence cannot be taken 
as denying the growth of the persons denoted by the words ; it must mean 
the denial of the growth of the words themselves ; — ^the meaning being 
that ‘ the term bhrdir does not grow, nor the term sakhi \ — “ What would 
be the ‘ growth ’ of these two vxrrds ? — ‘ Growth ’ would consist in the 
appearance of other letters ; e.g. when there is one person, the term is 
‘ bkratd but when there are two persons, the same term assumes the 
form ‘ bhrdtamu Thtis then what is meant is that ‘ the term bhriMr and 
the term sahhi are not modified ’ ; — ^and from this it follows that words 
other than these do become modified ; for when it is said ‘ You do not go 
to assemblies, you do not see the performance what is implied is that other 
pereons do go there ; — ^in the same manner, in the case in question, when 
it is said that * the term bhratf and the term sakhi are not modified % it 
indicates that other terms do become modified. 

This diseussioai is left incomplete here; another discussion will now 
proceed [and ^ ^iffmd of the main dhcmsion vnll be taken up Icder, after the 
.first explanation ^ Butra 3 below]. 



ADHiKABAifA (2) : 1% a mse where ^ Lotu^^grem^ is mseds, 
there should he a correspondifig ^ modijmditm^ in 
the Mantra used in connection with §m 
'‘ strewing'* of the grass. 

SUTRA (3). 

Thebe should be appbopbiatb moduicatioh op ctb® gehbkic 

TEEM AS WELL AS THE CONTHSTGEHT 
TEBM. 



The scriptwes declare that— ‘ Desiring prosperity, one should, offer 
cooked Mudga-gmina to Shri \ — In connection with this offering it is laid 
down that ‘ the grass used is of the Lotus ’ [* Paundankani barhi^ hhavami 
— ^At the sacrifice which is the original Primary of this offering, the mantra 
used for the ‘ strewing of grass ’ is the following — ‘ StrmUi barhih paridhatta 
vedim jaydmi md hirrmramupdshaydnd darhhaih stmita harUaih mparna^ 
ni§kd hyete yajmdnaaya hradhndfi ’ ; and under the Genial Law, this same 
manira has to be used at the aforesaid offering to Shn. — N'ow in this mantra^ 
we have the word ‘darbhaik*, which is a ‘generic’ term (denoting the 
Kusha-graas), and ‘ haritaih ’ is a ‘ contingent ’ term, that is,- a term d^oting 
the quality (green) — [The two words thus meaning ‘green Kusha-gra^’] — 
[At the offering to Shn, in place of this green Kusha-grass, we have to use 
the Lotm-grase, which is red]. 

The question that arises is — [when the mantra comes to he used in 
connection with the ‘ strewing ’ of the Lottia-grass} should the generic tern 
(^ darbhaih\ ‘Kusha-grass’) alone be modified (into ‘ pawpdarikaih^, 
‘Lotus-grass’), and the contingent term {^hgritaih^, ‘green’) be used without 
change ? — Or should both the tarans be modified in their appropriate place, — 
i.e. the generic term being used in connection with the strewing, and the 
contingent term, in coimection with the substance used for the strewing ? 

The question to be considered in the first instance is — In the AI antra, 
is the term ‘ harita ’ (‘ green ’) used for denoting the guidUy of green — colour f 
— Or for denoting the quality of the substance used for eirewing ’ — “ What 
difference would that make ? ” — ^If what has to be spoken of is the green 
colour of the Kusha-grass, then it is clearly for some transcendental purpose ; 
and then in that case, in connection with the Lotus-grass also, the ^ime 
green-colour should be spoken of, for some transcendental pxirpose ; so that 
the word ‘ haritaih ’ (‘ green ’) should have to be xised, in its unaltered form ; 
— on the other hand, if the term * haritaih ’ (‘ green ’) is meant to be used 
for speaking of the quality of the particular substance used for strexcing, 
then it becomes necessary to speak of the quality of the Lotus-grass i [and 
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Ibl tlmt case tlie word * greea ’ shoidd have to be modified into ‘ red which 
Is tb© colour of the Lotm-grcml . — The term ‘ green ’ may have both the 
meamings m®ation®i above ; thg question is — in which sense is it used in 
the Manfew in question ? 

The P€kvapak§a view on these questions is as follows — “ The term 
‘green’ shouM be used in its unmodified form; hence we conclude also 
that the word ia used in the mantra for the purpose of speaking of. the 
gremi, caIo«*r.--*How so? — "Eca the simple reason that the term ‘harita’ 
(‘green’) is aetuMy present in the MarOra-text. Nor is it necessary that 
the MmOsti shouM apeak of each and every one of the qualities that may 
be present in substances ; that quality alone should be taken as spoken 
of which Is expre^ed by some word present in the Mantra ; — ^in the case in 
qufisti<m, the word in the manira ^notes the quality of grem colour i — 
hrauD© it follows that this quality of green colour must be taken as spoken 
of [and hence the term dmoting it must be used in its unmodified form]. — 
Obgedtim — * That same term (green) also expires the guaUtg of tM substance 
used for brewing — Answer — We say — No ; the green colour is spoken of by 
m^uQB of the term ‘ grem *, not because it happens to be the quality of a sub- 
stance used for strew^, — -but because it possesses greenness ; so that the 
term ‘green* (‘Aorito’) directly denotes ‘this greeawefis, and only indirectly 
indicates the quodipyf of d strewing substance ; and Direct Denotation is more 
authoritative than Indirect I«dice5j5ioft.-r— Thus then, inasmuch as the words 
‘ haritaify * (‘green’) is xised in the Mantra for the purpose of expressing the 
grem colour, it should not be modified, even when the mantra is used at the 
Modifii^tory Sacrifice (of the offering to Skri). ” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — ^The 
‘ generic term ’ and th© * cuatingent term both should be modified. In 
view of this, wo offer the explanation that the term ‘ green. ’ is used with a 
view to speak of the quality of a' substance used for * strewing Though 
it is true that the term *harita* (‘green’) directlv denotes the green colour, 
yet, there would be no point in the mantra speaking of the green colour ; 
so. that it would be necessary to assume a transcendental purpose ; but any 
such awumptioa would be unjustifiable so long as a visible, purpose could be 
found. By indirect indication, the igtm ‘ harita * expresses the quality 
of a substance used for brewing ; and thfe indication serves the visible purpose 
of describing the particular strewing-sribstanoe (Kusha) ; H.nd tmder the 
•cmmmstances, it should be necessary to indicate the quality of the other 
. substance (Lotus-grass) that is used for strewing (at the offering to Shn) ; 
consequently it becomes necessary to modify the term ‘ Jiarita ’ (‘ green ’,) 
into ‘ rakta ’ (* red ’) [th© Lotus-grass being red]. 


[The hroTeen thread of AdMkaratfa (l) i8 now taken upl. 

The AcOiikmwm that yre have just dealt with appears to be of the 
.nature Of eK»nething fallen witMn something else [i.e. an interloper] ; hence 
we are explaining the Sutras (2 and 3) somewhat differently — 
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shabara-bhI§ya : 


Sl?TEA (2) ALSO BECAUSE WE MND AN -INDICATIVE TEXT, — SCTBA (3) 
THEBE SHOULD BE APPROPKLATE .^MODIEICATION OF THE 
GENERIC AS WELL AS THE CONTINGENT TERM. 

For the following reason also we conelude that there shotild be 
modification at the Modificatory Sacrifice — “For what reason ? We find 
an indicative text. — “ What is that indicative text ? ” — ^There is the following 
declaration — ‘ Vishvemndevanamuard'imm chhdgandm vapdndm^ medasonu- 
bruhi ’’ ;■ — ^here we find nsed several modified generic terms ; which is possible 
only if Mantras are meant to express certain things (and not nsed only for the 
sake of the utterance leading to a transcendental result). — ^If no modification 
had been made, — and the mantra were not meant to express certain things, 
— ^then there should have been only the two terms ‘ agni ’ and ‘ chkaga ’ ; and 
the presence of the other words, which do not signify any action, would be 
entirely meaningless. Nor could the presence of the words be explained as 
containing the injunction of these words themselves ; because there is no 
injunctive term in the sentence — “ They could be taken as enjoined by the 
declaration that lays down the entire procedure ”. — ^In that ease, the objec- 
tion remains that, they would be there only for a transcendental purpose. — - 
From all this it follows that there .njpst be modification at the Modificatory 
Saorifioes. 

StJTEA (4). 

[A Purmpaksa view — continued] — “ Some people hold that thebe 

SHOULD BE NO MODIFICATION ; AS IT WOULD BE 
‘ NON-SCRIPTUBAL 

Bhdsya. 

“ Some teachers hold the view that there should be no modification.” 

In support of this view an indicative text is going to be cited (tmder 
the next Sutra) ; and it is an introduction to that that the view has been 
stated here (in the present Sutra). 

The sense of this Purvapa]e§a view is as follows : — 

“ If modifications were made in the Mantra, then the scriptural injunc- 
tion [i.e. in General Law that the Modificatory Sacrifice should be performed 
in the same manner as the original Primary) would be disobeyed. Hence 
there should be no Modification.” 

SUTRA (5). 

[PurvapaJcsa view — concluded] — “Also because we find indicative 

TEXTS.”' .. ' 

Bhdsya. 

“ In support of this view (that there should be no modification) we 
find the following indicative. — ^In connection with the modificatory animal 
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at the Agniya, it is laid down- — ‘ Agnaye chhdgasya vapdyd ?nedasonubruM ’ ; 
if there were to be modification in the usual way, then there would be no 
need for the injunction direct ;■ — as a matter of fact how'^ever, we do not find 
the injunction ; — whence it follows that there should be no modification. — 
Further, there is yet another indicative,— In connection vviih the Agm§ormya 
animal, it has been declared — ‘ Yarhyekam yupamupasprshet esa te vdyo iti 
bruydt ; yadi dvau, etau tS vdyu iti ; yadi bahun, ete te vayarnh ’ ; if modifica- 
tion were permitted, then aU these var5dng injunctions would not be 
necessary; as every one of them would be secured by modification; — 
but there is the text actually enjoining the diverse, forms ;— from this also 
it follows that there should be no modification.” 

StJTRA (6). 

[PMrmpak§a amvMred ] — In reality, thebe must be modIhoation, fob 

EEASONS ALBEADY STATED. 

BM§ya: 

The term ‘ wa ’ (‘ in reality ’) sets aside the vie\f set forth above. It is 
not right that “ there should be no modification ”, — as has been just 
asserted in fact, there must be modifications ; — in support of this view 
we have the reason already explained before, at the end of Sutra (1).- — 
What the General Law (relating to the Primary Sacrifice and its Modifications) 
follows is the sense, not the mere words, of the Mantras; because in the 
main, Mantras are meant to be expressive of sense ; they are not meant 
to be used merely in their verbal form. Hence for reasons explained before, 
there must be modifications in Mantras. 

We have only got to answer the arguments based upon the indicative 
■texts cited. [This we proceed to dol] 


dCTRA (7). 

. . 9 

The Indicative text cited is foe the puefose of imi>aeting 

THE CHAEACTEE OF ‘ MaNTEA \ 

Bhasya. 

The indicative text that has been cited — * Agnaye chhagasya vapdya 
medaso ‘ nubruhi — enjoins the altered form, with a view to impart to it 
the character of ‘ Mavdra ^ ; otherwise, the mantra, in its modified form, 
would cease to be a real Mantra ; it is fear this reason that the text has 
reiterated it. 
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SUTRA (8). 

It serves the purposes of restriction ; as (otherwise) 

BOTH MIGHT BE APPLICABLE. 

BMsya. 

As regards the second indicative text cited — ‘ Yarhyekmn . . . esa te- 
vayo, etc. etc.’ — the answer to that is as follows : — If the deelamtion. had 
not been made — ^that ‘ if two posts should be touched, — ^if several posts 
should be touched then all the manPras (‘ esa te vayo — etau te vaya, 
— ete te vayavah ’) would come to be used in connection with the single 
Post ; in order to avoid tliis contingency, the restriction has been made — 
* If two posts are touched, one should say etau te myu ; if several posts are 
touched, one should say ete te vayamah — ^Thus this text also does not lend 
support to the view that there .should be no modifications in Mantras. 


Abhikabjoja (3) : In cminmUtm with the ‘ Agiumunlya'^ 
Ammdi-offen7ig\ the Expiatcyry Rite is to beper- 
form^ on CLCCOurd of the ordinary touching 
of the Post, 

SVTRA ( 9 ). 

It shoto® be bebboemed in connection with the obdinaey 

TOHCSmSSTG, BBOAIJSB THAT IS WHAT IS CONNECTED WITH EVIL ; 
SPECIAIfLY AS IT HAS BEEN ENJOpTED AS CONTINGENT 
EBON SOMETHING COMING AETEB THE SACismCE HAS 
BEEN COMBLETEP J HENCE IT COULD NOT BE BER- 
EOEMED IN CONNECTION WITH THE SACEIBTCE, 

AS IT IS NOT ABBIICABLE TO IT, 



There is the Jyoti?t<ma sacrifice, at’ which there the Agm^oMya- 
Ammal-qffering ; in connection with that, it is declared — ‘ If one touches one 
Post, he should say e?a <6 vayo ; if he touches two, he should say etau te vclyU ; 
if he touches several, he should say etS te vayamh [This lays down an 
Expiaiion to be performed for touching the Post], 

Ijn r^ard to this, there arises the following question ; — ^Is this Expiation 
to be performed when one touches the Post during a sacrificial performance 
m well as when one touches it in ordinary life ? — Or only when he touches 
it dtaing a sacrificial performance ? Or only if he touches it in ordinary 
life? 

The PUrmpaiesa view is as follows—** (A) It may be performed when 
one touche it during a sacrifice, as weir as in ordinary,life ; there is no 
restricii<m. — How so ? — ^Because no restrictive condition has been laid down ; 
there is no r^triotion as that the expiation should^be performed only after 
touching it during a sacrifice, — or only After touching it in ordinary life. 
Hence there can be no restriction. — (B) Or the Expiation may be taken as 
to be performed only when one touches the Post during a sacrificial per- 
formance ; ac in that case the Mantra (laid down in the context dealing with 
the sacrifice) would be connected with a purpose near at hand (in the shape 
of the iducMng during the sacrifice), — ^while in the other case it would be 
connected with something quite apart from the context, and such con- 
nection could only he indirect. — Hence we conclude that the Expiation should 
he performed only on touching the Post during a sacrificial performance.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following SiddhSnta ; — ^The Expiation 
can be performed only when one touches the Post in ordinary life, — ^not 
when one touches it during a sacrificial performance. — “ Why so ? ”■= — 
Because "tbe Expiation has been laid down in connection with an evil, in 
the following text — * The Post absorbs the evil consequences of the sacrifice, 
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—when one touches the Post, he subsorbs the evil consequences of the 
sacrifice, — hence one should not touch the Post ’ ; — ^having made this declara- 
tion, the text goes on to say — ‘ If one touches one Post, etc. etc. ’ — ^Hence 
it is clear that the Expiation is to be performed in cases where there is the 
evil referred to in the text. This evil can be present only in the ordinary 
touching,— not in the touching during a sacrificial performance. Because 
it has been laid down that in course of the sacrificial performance, the 
Post has to be ‘ raised ’ and ' anointed ’ (where towMtxg is inetfitable) ; 
and if the toiichmg of the Post were something that ought not to he done (an 
evil), then it could not Ije what should be done. The proliibition of the 
touching has its scope in the ordmary touching ; where there would be 
notlmig incongruous (in its being regarded as an evil and hence to be 
expiated). 

Further, the expiation /wa been exyjoimd as co'ntingmt upon aometMng 
coming after the completion of the sacrifice. [Read 'nmiMe,'. the ‘ na ' 
having to be taken with what follows]. — " How so ? — Tfae text says — 
‘The Post absorbs the evil consequences of the sacrifice, etc. etc. which 
means that ‘if anything wrong has occurred during the sacrifice, ' it is 
absorbed by the Post, and what ha.s been good is absorbed by the sacrificer ’ ; 
all this is purely valedictory, and is not connected with any other injunctive 
word. It is only the term ‘ isUx ’ that can be connected with an injunctive 
word ; and that same word, being connected with the valedictory words, 
is near at hand ; and being near at hand, it becomes connected with other 
words. Just as in the sentence — ' Dando mcnoharo ramamya^u^ proham 
shighram though the word ' dandah ' is connected with the mterveoiag 
words ‘ rmndharah ’ and ‘ ramamyah \ yet being close at hand, it becomas 
connected with the words ' praha/ra aklghram’. In the same noazmar, in. 
the case in question, the word ' i^fa " becomes- connected with the othea* 
words, — ^the sense of the passage thus being — ‘if on the saertfioe being 
performed — i?t€ — one touches the Post, he should say esa- (B vdyo, etc. etc. ’ ; 
thus the word ‘ comes to be expressive of the compldtion, of the 
sacrifiee. If then, the reciting of the manira is emitzngmt upon the toiuh.inff 
that occurs after the completion of the. deariy that tomdiing 

cannot be one that is done during the aacrifioe. — Hence the conclusion is 
that the expiation is to be performed -whaa there is tonehing in ordinary 
life ; as for the touching during a sacrifice, the expiation cannot be performed 
in connection with it, because it is not applicate to it ; that is, it is not possible 
either for the prohibition (of touching) <» the condition of ‘ completion ’ 
to apply to what occurs during the sacrificial performance. 


[Kuraarila does not agree with the Bhaeya, and iker writers present the 
Siddhanta in a simpler form The injunction of the Expiation follows upon the 

prohibition of touebiog; — ^fchis pxohiMtion can apply to ordinary touching only 

never to the touching during a sacrifice }— hence the Expiation should appertain 
to ordinary touching only.— Kum&rila does not accept the Bhasya explanation of 
^apavrkfjS' as ‘completion *,] 


Abhixabana (4) : At the Sctorifice where there are two animals 
the Singular and Pl/mral forms of the words of the 
^ Pdsha-Mimlras \ are to he modified into 
the Dual form. 

SUTHA (10). 

[l^BVAPi^§A (A)]— “ That wibich is inco]mpatible (with the Peimary) 

SHOIJUI BE USED IH ITS UNMODIFIED FORM; BECAUSE ITS 
OBSTRUCTION IS NOT VISIBLE ; AND BECAUSE THERE 

3B NO DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THIS AND THAT,” • 

Bhasya. ‘ 

* tHi&m is the Agn^omlya- Animal-sacrifice, laid down in the text — 
‘ Fo (Mk$Uo yadag^^onilyam pashutnalahlmia ’ [' When one, being initiated, 
sacrifices the aiiiisaal dedicated to Ayni-Soma']. — ^In connection wifcli this 
there is a Mo«fm-spe*iking of the singleness of the PasJm (Noose)--^-' AdUih 
■p&sJmm pramumokiti etam. ’ (‘May Adiii loosen this noose’]; also there is 
another Mawfro speaking of the plurality of the Noose — ‘ AdMh pasluM 
pmmwrnMu «*an *. — ^It is going to be explained (in the next AdMkamya.) 
timt at tile original Primary Sacrifice both these Mantras may be used. 

[Th© text has the word ‘ Samuchchayam ’ which ordinarily means that both the 
Mantrm are to be used together; but in the next Adhikarana, the Siddhdnta 
is that both iho MarOms may be used,— but as optional alternatives. The terra 
* Samuchchayam ’ of the text therefore has to be taken in this sense. ‘ Vikcdpam ' 
%vould be the right reading; but the MSS. also read * Samuchchayam ' . The 
ShSsSradipika speaks of ‘ Ubhayoh sannijAshah \ ‘ both come in ’ ; this also has 
to be taken in the sense that ‘ both come in — ^but as optional alternatives ’.—The 
BJmtpdlpika speaks clearly of ^vikalpam'', which is in keeping with the Siddhanta 
of the next AdAifcarana]. 

Thenagain, thereisa modificatory sacrifice (Eetype) of the Agni§omlyar<W 
which too animals are killed, laid down in the text — ‘ Maitram shvetamdlabhita. 
— vdrunam krmam, etc. ’ [‘ The white goat should be sacrificed to 

and the black goat to Vmwia ’]. — ^In accordance with the General Law, 
both the above-quoted mantras come to be regarded as to be used at this 
sacrifice of two animals. 

In regard to the use of these two mantras at this last sacrifice of the 
two goats, there arise the following questions: — (a) Is the word in the 
Plural form to be used in its unmodified form and that in the Singular form 
should be excluded ? — Or (6) Should the Plural form be excluded and the 
Singular form used as modified (into the Dual form) ? — Or (c) should 
both (the Plural as well as the Singular) -be used, there being a diversity of 
expression (i.e. option) regarding the one to be actually used in any 
particular ease ? — Or (d) should the Singular form be used in its modified 
form, the Plural form also (in its modified form) not being excluded ? 
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(A) The first PUrvapah^a is as follows : — “ T/ia« tMch is incmnpatihle 
ahoM ha used in its unmodifted form ; i.©. the Plural form, whieh is incom- 
patible with the Primary Saorifioe (at which there is only one animal) should 
be used (at the sacrifice of two animals) in its unmodified form, and the 
Singular form should be excluded . — "Why so ? — Because we ^xd no obstacle 
to its being used ; so that just as it is used in the case of there being only 
(one animal and) one Noose so would it be used also in the case where there 
are (two animals and) two nooses ; specially as the Plural form is expressive 
of neither one nor two . — In thus using the Plural form in its unmodified form, 
the scriptural injunction of the General Law becomes honoured ; while in 
the other case, if the words were modified, then the Mantra would not be 
used in the form in which it is used at the Primary Sacrifice.. Nor is there 
any difference between one noose and two nooses fso far as the applicability 
of the Plural form is oonoorned]. — ^From all this it follows that, the Plural 
form should he used in its unmodified form and the Singular form should 
be excluded.” 

StJTjRA (11). 

[PtlBVAPAK?A (B)]— “ In JTAOT, raHRE SHOULD BE MODIFIOATION J 
BEOAHSl rr SSaTES THAT PtJBTOSE.” 

The term ‘ wd ’ (‘in fact’) rejects the view set forth above. 

In fact, there shovid he modification ; that is, the Singular form should 
be used in its modified form and the Plural form should he excluded. — * Why 
so t ” — Because it serves theU purpose ; that is, the two nooses that have to 
be spoken of in the Mantra used at the Modificatory Sacrifice (with two 
animals) have to be spoken of simultaneously, in accordance with the 
injxmction of the ProcedTire ; so that, in the term ‘ pasha ’ (if the 
Singular form were used in its unmodified form) there would be nothing 
to differentiate which one of the two nooses is spoken of and which one is 
not spoken of ; as there is nothing to discriminate between the two nooses. 
In fact, the connection of both the nooses with the performance can be spoken 
of only by means of the Dual Accusative form, xind by no other moans. 
Hence we conclude that the word should be modified into the Dual form, 
and the Plural as well as the Singular form should be excluded.” 

SOTRA (12). 

f;FtT.ByAPAK§A (C)] — “In reality, as in the Primary Sacrifice so 

IN THE OTHERS (MODIFICATORY SACRIFICES) ALSO, THE ONE 
OR THE OTHER SHOULD BE USED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
THE SENSE ; BECAUSE OF THE CONNECTION OF 
THE ‘incompatible’ FORM.” 

BMsya. 

The term "api va, ’ (‘ in reality ’) sets aside the view just set forth. 

“The Plural form should not be excluded. Just as at the Primary 
Sacrifice, the Plural and the Singular forms are both used, — ^the Phxral form 
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being lised by reason of its ‘ incompatible connection — so at the 
Modificatory Sacrifice also, the Singular should be used in the modified 
Dual form ; and the Plural form would also come in by reason of its ‘ in- 
compatible connection’. Because, if the Plural form is permissible at the 
Primary Sacrifice — ^in oases where only one Noose is there, — on the ground 
that the word ^ paahan ’) is meant to express only what is denoted by the 
basic noun pasha' independently of the signification of the case-ending), 
— ^then the same would be permissible, on the same ground, at the 
Modificatory Sacrifice, — ^whero only two nooses are there. If it be held 
that at the Primary the Plural form expresses singu^iin, then at the 
Modificatory Sacrifice also, the Plural would express dnsMby . — ^Hence there 
shotjld be diversity of expression — (i.e. option) in regard lw> the use of the 
exact form. ” 

SUTRA (13). 

[SiBDHIhTA] — A s A MATTER OF FACT HOWEVER, WHAT 13 USED SHOHliI) 

BE m AOOORDAXOB WITH THE STATE OF THINGS ) BECABSlg WHAT 
IS INCOMPATIBLE CANNOT BE ENJOINED. 

Bhd§ya. 

The particle ‘ iw ’ (‘as a matter of fact however’) rejects even the 
view that has been jxist set forth. 

It is not right that there should be an (jption in the use of the Mantras ; 
what should be used is that which is in ac-cordance wkh the st(M of things ; 
that is, the word should be modified into the Duar form, and the Plural 
as well as the Singular form should be excluded ,* because either the Plural 
or the Singular ending, appearing in the w’ake of the term * pasha' as 
denoting two nooses, can never signify any connection with tlie sacrifice in 
question ; and in the matter of the comprehension of the meanings of words, 
ordinary usage is the sole means of ascertaining it ; and in ordinary usage 
we never find a term with the Plural or with the Singular ending applied to 
two things. — ^From all this it follows that in the case of there being two 
nooses, the Mcmifra should be used with the Singular or Plural forms— rboth 
duly modified (ii\to the Dual form). 

Question : — “ How is it that at the Primary Sacrifice, where there is 
only one noose, the Mant^u is used with the Plural form ? ’’—[The answer ia 
eiven in the next Sutral.— 

SUTEA (14). 

In the CASE OF THE VbDIC TEXT, WE MHST USE IT AS 

WE FIND IT. 



In the case of the Vedic text, all that is actually found there should 
be regarded as authoritative, and it should not be transgressed. If one 
were to transgress it and assume something else, he would not be doing things 
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according to the Veda ; nor -wonld it be an ordinary worldly act, — -nor aa 
act in accordance with any propriety. 

It has been argued that “tip General Law lays down ‘diversity of 
expression ’ [i.e. option between the Plural and Singular forms] — ^But that 
is not so ; what is incompatible or unreasonable can never be enjoined 
as a matter of fact, the General Law does not countenance recourse to any 
such unreasonable process. — “ Why ? ” — ^Because at the Primary Sacrifice 
there is only one Noose, while the mantra with the Plural form also appears 
in the same Context; so that in this ease the ‘diversity of expression’ 
(i.e. the rise of the Plural form in relation to one Noose) is what is directly 
indicated (by the Veda). [This cannot be the case with the Modificatory 
Sacrifice, which is apart from the Context], — ^What does the term ‘ diversity 
of expression ’ really mean ? — ^It means that the verbal expression is not in 
strict accordance with what is meant to be expressed by it. In the case of 
the Primary Sacrifice the Plural form is used in relation to the one Noose, 
not for the purpose of bringing about a ‘ divessity of expression % but for 
the purpose of doing exactly what it is capable of doing. — “What is it 
mpahU of doing ? ’’--The fact of the matter is that, having found the Plural 
form actually present 'in the Vedic text, when we proceed to seek for fe 
meaning, we take it as used for the purpose of expressing that meaning which 
is actually found to be signified by it. For instance, wliat is signified by the- 
Mantra is the connection between the substance Noose and the act of setting- 
free (‘ loosening ’) ; and the words of the mantra are quite capable of con- 
veying this idea, irrespective qf singularity or plurality. — -In the case 
of the Modificatory Sacrifice, on the other hand, what has got to be expressed 
is the connection of the act of ‘ setting free ’ with each of the two Noosea 
simuUaneomly ; — the Plural form would be incompatible with the twa 
nooses ;~-nor is the Plural form used (in the Mani/ra) as expressing twa 
nooses ; — and wliat we are considering is the actual use of the word — ^which 
word should be .used ? So that the actual using of the word (at the 
modificatory sacrifice) being dependent upon ourselves,- why should we 
us© a word (i.e. the Plural form) that is not expressive of the things in 
quwtion, — while a word (in the Dual form) expressive of them is aetimHy 
available x — ^In the Vedic text also, the Plural form is not found to be applied 
to two nooses ; hence if the Mantra with the Plural form were used in 
connection with the two Nooses, it would be a Corrupt form, not the Faftc 
form. Nowhere, — in ordinary usage or in the Veda — is the Plural form 
found to be used , for expvemmg DualUy ; and when what is meant to be 
spoken of is Duality, the Plural form is never used to signify the two. B’or 
instance, when it is said that ‘ Devadattayajmidattabhydm hartavyam. 
the Duality is expressed by the two terras ' Devadatta ’ and ‘ YajnaduUa' 
themselves, and it is not meant to be expressed, by the particular ending, — 
and yet it is the Dual form that is used, not the Plural form. 

From all this it follows that at the Modificatory Sacrifice the Singular 
and the Plural forms should be modified (into the Dual form). 



Adhib;aba:^a (5) : tn connection with the ‘ Agmsondya- 
Animal-S(icnfice\ the Mantras speaking of ^ one'' 
and of ‘ several ’ Nooses should he treated 
as optional alternatives. 

SUTRA (15). 

WhEEB thebe is an anomaly, thebe should be option ; AS BOTH 

STAND ON THE SAME BOOTING ; AND IT IS ONLY THE SECONDAEY 
BAOTOB THAT MAY BE EEGAEDED AS INCOMPATIBLE, 

AS IT IS ONLY ONE PART OP IT. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Agn^omlya-Animal-sacrifice, declared in the toxt-^‘ On 
ibeing initiated one sacrifices the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma’’ — ^in 
•connection with tliis, two maniraa have been laid down — one speaking of 
■one Noose, ap.d another speaking of several Nooses [vide- preceding 
Adhikara^], 

In regard to these mantras, there arises the question — Should that 
which speaks of one Noose come into the performance and that speaking of 
severed be taken out of the Context (and used elsewhere) ? Or should both 
■come into the performance ? 

On this, the Purvapaksa view is as follows ; — “ The one speaking of 
severed nooses should be taken out.- — Why ?— Because it is conducive to. 
the loosening of several nooses, and there are not several nooses in the 
Context ; hence not being able to be connected with anything in the Context, 
it has to be taken to some other performance where there may be several 
nooses. Just as in the case of the texts — (a) ‘ YuvSm hi sthah smrpatl 
Hi dvayoryc^amdnayoh pratipadam kuryat ’ [* You two cvre Masters of 
heaven — these words should bo addressed to two Smrifleefra and (6) 
asrgramindavah iti hahuhhyo yajamambhyah pratipadmn kmy&t^ Shi 
asrgramindavah, — ^these words should be addressed to several Sacrificers ’ ], — 
the latter is taken out of its Context and used elsewhere. — Similarly tho 
words laid down as to bo addressed to the offerings meant for Pu?an, Smitr. 
Sarasvatl, Dyavd-Prihivl, and other deities are taken out of their Context, 
and used elsewhere (where the offering to the particular deity is made). — 
Exactly in the same manner the nmtdra speaking of several noo.sos should 
foe taken out of its Context and used elsewhere.” 

In. answer to the above, we have the following A'ideJAanto; — -Whm there 
is an anomaly. — What anomaly ? ’’—The anomaly that at the Primary 
Sacrifice there is only one Noose while the Mantra is one that speaks of 
several nooses. — Such being the anomaly, the question is — Should the manbra 
be taken out of the Context or not f-r-The answer is tliat it should not be 
taken out. — “ But in connection with the Primary Sacrifice there is another 
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along with that other Mantra, the mantra in question rimy 
be taken as an optional alternative. — “ Why ? ’’—Because, since the Naose,. 
which is the object denoted by the basic Houn ‘ noose ’ (‘ pasha ’} is present 
at the Primasy Sacrifice, it is not right to take out (i.e. exclude) any marUra 
(speaking of the Noose). — “ But the Mcmtra in question speaks of smeral 
Mooses, while at the Prirnary Sacrifice, there is only one noose ; hence the 
Mantra cannot be rised at it — ^The answer to this is that, even though the 
Mantra speaks of several nooses, yet it does express the object {noose) 
itself which is the substratum of the said plurality ; if it did not express tlmt 
object, then the Mantra could not provide the notion of the plurality as 
qualifieci by the particular object, Noose. And if it does express that object, 
that suffices for our purpose ; as what is done with the mantra is the ‘ setting 
tree ’ of that object (Noose), not of plurality or of the genm ‘ Nbose Heii<‘.o 
ah that is necessary is tlmt that object should be expressed ; and as this 
is done by the basic noun itself, there is no reason for excluding (the 
■mantra containing the term with the plural ending). — “ But there is the 
otlier Mantra which contains the required basic noun with the Singular 
ending, and this would do the signifying of the object — ^The answer to 
tins is that the basic noun contained in this other manira is not different 
from that contained in the mantra in qixestion. So that, if it bo held that 
the basic noun with the Singular ending is not excluded from the Context, 
Ihen it follows that the basic noun with the Plural ending ato should not 
be excluded ; as it is the same as the former. 

Says the Opponent — “The Plural Ending can have its use in the case 
pf a performance where there would be several nooses ; and it is on this 
ground that it should be excluded (from the performance where there is 
only one noose) ; now when it is excluded, it carries with it also the basic 
noun, which is a part of the word [^pashan ‘ nooses ’] [so that there is 
nothing left which could bo treated as an optiom- i alternative].” 

Answer — It is only the secondary factor that, -rtwy he regarded as incom- 
patible, — ^not the principal factor j and in a word the secondary factor is 
what is signified by the case-ending, and the principal factor is what is 
,^gnified by the basic noun ; as it is only a particular aspect of what is 
signiflod by the basic noun tlmt is signified by the case-ending ; so that it 
is only when what is signified by the basic noun is there, that there can 
come in what is signified by the case-ending. As a matter of fact, in con- 
aection with the modificatory sacrifice, the basic noun is not there at ail 
[the mantra containing the word ‘ pdshan ’ being used at it only by virtue 
of the General Law transferring to it the details of the Primary Sacrifice] ; 
— as for the Primary Sacrifice, oven what is spoken of in an isolated passage 
comes into it, what to say, then, of what has been spoken of in comiection 
with the Primary itself ? Hence it follows that what is sigiufied by the 
<5aae-ending can come in only where- what is signified by the basic noun is 
there.':'. ■:■■■ ■ 

Opponent — “ The basic nOimdoes come in into the Modificatory Sacrifice 
%lso by virtue of the General Law, so that what is signified by that noun 
would also be there.” 
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True; but the General Law is a remote factor ; hence that Law will 
not serve to exclude the Plural form. Hence it is the Basic noun which 
would drag away along with it the Plural Ending which is part of that noim. 
Nor is the Plural Ending absolutely meaningless in connection with the 
Primary Sacrifice ; as it serves the purpose of connecting with the perform- 
ance the genus ‘Noose ’ tlirough the act of being ‘ set free — It is for this 
reason that it is the secondary factor of the Plural Ending that is to be 
regarded as incompatible, — ^not the principal factor of what is signified by 
the basic noun. 

“ What is it that is inaimpatible ? ” 

What is incompatible is this that Plurality, which is clearly com- 
prehended, is regarded as not meant. This incompatibility may be assumed ; 
but it should never be assumed that at the Primary Sacrifice it is ‘ incom- 
patible ’ for the Basie Noun to signify what actually forms the denotation 
of that noun. In fact, in connection with the Modificatory SacrificOj the 
secondary factor of the case-ending does not really signify Plurality at all, 
— because of want of proximity (which is an essential factor in every Verbal 
signification). 

Prom all this it follows that the Plural form also finds place at the 
Primary Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (16). 

Alsd because oe the peculiar Context. 

Bhd§ya. 

From the peculiar Context it is ascertained thax) the Basic Noim carries 
with itself the Plural Ending, and not that the Basic Noun itself is carried 
away by the Plural Eirding. What is signified by the basic notm is present 
at the Primary Sacrifice of the Amisomlya-animal ; and what is signified 
by the Plural Ending is present at the Modificatory Sacrifice. For this 
reason also the Plural form of the noun finds place at the Primary Sacrifice. 

It has been argued (under Su. 15) that “ there should be exclusion^ 
as in tho case of the Sacrifice with two Sucrificers — ^This lias got to be 
refuted [and this is done in the following Sutral, 

SUTRA (17). 

[In the case cited] the words cannot be used, because the THINa 

EXPRESSED IS NOT THERE AT ALL-; IN THE OTHER CASE (THE 
ON 15 IN QUESTION) HOWEVER IT IS ONLY THE SECONDARY 
FACTOR (which IS ABSENT). 

Bhdsya. 

In the case cited by the Ptwmpakai/n, it is only right that the formula 
is taken out of the Context ; because in that case there is neither Duality 
nor PUiralit/y of Sacrrifio&r at the Primary Sacrifice ; so that there would 
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be nothing to whieh the two formulae would apply. In the case in question, 
however, what is not there {at the Primary Sacrifice) is only the secondawry 
factor of Plurality ; while the Plural Ending serves another purpose of 
connecting with the act of ‘ setting free ’ ; and when one thing serves several 
pin-poses, there is nothing to prevent its being used for only one of those 
purposes. For instance, 'a burning, stick serves the purpose of giving light 
and also of producing ashes, — ^and if, in any ease, it is not used for giving lights 
that does not prevent its being used for obtaining ashes.—Tiius there is no 
analogy between the ease in question and that of the formulae cited by the 
Purmpak^in. 

S’OTBA (18). 

ThEKE is SraiLAE EXOLPSiON OP THE WOBDS ADDE-ESSED TO ‘ DYAVI- 

PjBTHivl ’ ”, — IP THIS IS PBGBD [then the answer is as given in 
the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (by the Purvapaksin) that the words addressed to 
Dyavd-Prthivl and other deities are taken out of their Oositext j and simi- 
larly there should he exclusion in the case in question. — ^Ihis has got to 
be refuted [which we proceed to do in the next Sfdra].— 

SUTKA (19). 

Not so ; because (in the case in question) the obiginative 

WORD IS THEBE. 



The case in question is not similar to that of the words addressed to 
the deities ; because the originative word of Dy&vd-Prthim and the other 
deities named is not present in connection with the Darsha-P&rnamdsa 
Sacrifices; while in the ease in question, we have the originative word of 
the Noose.- — ^Henoe the case of the words addressed to the deities is not 
analogous to the ease in question. 



ABiUKABAiyA (6) : In a case where the DarsJm-Fuf'^amma 
Sacrifices are performed hy a person with two wives, 
there should i)e no modification in the mantra 
‘ Ff^tnun sammhya, efc.’ 

StJTRA (20). 

-At a SAcaniscii which has sro pbecbdbot, thbbe should be ho 

MOBHIOATIOH ; AS IN THIS CASE NO ‘ TBANSFBBBNOE ’ IS 
POSSIBLE. 

JSMsyaE. 

In connection with the D<waha~Purnamam there is the following text — 
‘ Prole^amrdsadayar-^Idhmam vaa-Mrupaaodaya — Sruchc^ aamrddM — PatnXm 
sannahya — AjyeiwdShi ’ [‘ Get together the Prok^mpi watea? — ^Bring np the 
burning fuel — Clear up the Snuka — ^Dress the. wiSe — Come up with Claiij5e(i 
Butter *]. — ^The sentence ‘ Patnim aaTmahya ’ Bress up the wife ’) is what 
is going to be considered. As a anatter of faot^ tlM> Sacrifioer may have 
one or several wives ; and the term ‘ paihu ’ (‘ wife ’) has to be taken as used 
here in reference to all case* c# the performance (by a aacrifioer with one 
wife as also by a sacrifiLcer with several wives), — as has been already decided 
in # 1 © Pdahddhikaraim (preced&tg Ai£kQmmM ). — ^The question however that 
arisM is — ^In a performance where the samficer has two or more wives, has 
the word * patmm ’ to be modified, ot not ? 

The Purvapahaa view on this question is that “ masmuoh m maniraa 
are meant to serve the purpose of speaking of things as they exist, the word 
■should be modified (into the Dual or the Plwal form) 

In answer to this we have the following A’iddAawia t — At a aacrifice which 
has no precedent, — ^i.e. at a sacrifice which has no other sacrifice for its 
original Archetype; — -the word should be used in its unmodified form. — ^Why ? 
— ^The term * pcUnl ’ ending in the long ‘ ’ is denotative of the wife only ; 
hence at a ’performance where there are two or more wivea, when the term 
‘ wife ’ is uttered, the Dual or the Plural Ending comes in by mere implica- 
tion, for the purpoiM of connecting the persons with the ‘ dressing up ’ ; on 
the strength of the actual words of the scriptural declaration however, the 
word is actually xised with the Singular Ending. As a matter of fact, it is 
not Duality or Plurality chat is meant to be spoken of ; because the term 
* wife ’ is used only as an indicative (of the sacrificer’s associate). — ^Nor is 
there any ‘ transference ’ of the mantra from the Sacrifice with one wife 
to the sacrifice with two wives ; the fact of the matter is that the number 
(singular) is used at the latter in the same manner it is used at the former. 
— Hence the term ‘ wife ’ should be used without any modification. 
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Even if singularity were meant to be emphasised (in the sentence 
* Dress up . the wife ')^ — ^the Singular number would be used at the per- 
formance with two wives, as referring to each of the two wives, by reason 
of there being no understanding between them (as to which one ahoidd be 
‘ dressed up ’) i—- and the same explanation would.be applicable to the per- 
fonnance with several wives also. Hence we coirclude tliat the word should 
be used without modification. 



Adhikarana (7) : At the perfcyrmance of the ModifkMory 
Sacrifice, with tioo wives, there should he no moMfim- 
tion in the Mantra ‘ Patnim sannahya \ 

SUTRA (21). 

So ALSO AT THE MODIFICATORY SACRIFICE, BECAUSE OF SHI 
DECLABATIOH TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhasya. 

How we proceed to consider the case of the term ‘wife’ as "used at 
the Modificatory Sacrifice. — The question is — Should the term be modified 
at the performance with two wives — or not ? 

The PurvapaJe^a view is that — “ When the tenn * wife ’ is expressive 
of iwo or several wives, it must take the Dual or the Plural Ending ; at the 
Primary Sacrifice however, these endings are precluded by the injunction 
of the MaiUra (where we have the Singular Ending) ; in coimection with 
the Modificatory Sacrifice however, there is no such injunction [and the 
monim comes in only in view of the General Law) ; and hence the term 
can take the Dual or the Plural Ending.” 

In answer to this,- we have the followii^ Siddhdnta : — At the Modificatory 
Sacrifice also — ^the word should be used in its unmodified form.-—" Why ? 
— Becawe of the declaration to that effect ; — i.e. the declaration that ‘ what 
is done at the Primary Sacrifice should be done at the Modificatory 
Sacrifice’. So that, if at the Primary Sacrifice, the Singtdarity (of the wife)- 
is not meant to be emphasised, then at the Modificatory Sacrifice also, the 
SmgularUy or DvalUy or Plurality may be not meant to be emphasised ; 
hence there shoTild be no modification of the word. — Or, even if the 
singularUy be taken as meant to be emphasised at the Primary Sacrifice, ~ 
the same wonld not be incompatible at a performance with several wives 
also. So that thus also the conclusion is that there should be no modification 
of the word. 



Adhikara:^a ( 8 ) : The 'performance of the ‘ Savanipa- 
Animalrsacrifices ’ being similar to that of the 
‘ Agmsomiya-Animal-sacrifice \ there should 
he no modification of the Mantra 
‘ Prdsmai aynim, etcJ 

SUTRA (22). 

& OONNBCTIOIT WITH THE ‘ SaVANIYA ’ ANIMALS TBPS ‘ AdHEIOH- 
MANTUA ’ SHOULD BE TREATED LIKE THE EOBEGOING, — WHEN THE 
PEOCEDUBE ADOPTED AT THEM IS SIMILAB (TO THAT 
OF THE PbIMABY). 



In connection with the Soma-sacrifice, there is the Agni^omiya-AnimaU 
mcrifice, spoken of in the text — ‘ On, being initiated, one sacrifices the 
animal dedicated to Agni-Soma ’ ; — at this a mantra is addressed to the 
Adhrigu (the man who kills the animal), which is called the ‘ Adhrigu- 
numtra ’ this mantra contains the words ‘ PrAsmd agnim hharatastftfiHxt 
harhifi, etc. etc. ’ 

In some cases the procedure adopted at the ‘ Sammya- Animal-sacrifices * 
is similar to that adopted at the ‘ Agnl§ormya- Animal-sacrifices ’ ; in regard 
to such cases, the following question is to be considered — ^In the Adhrigu- 
snantra, are the words ’' Prdsmai, etc. ’ to be modified, or not ? 

In answer to this question a ‘ transference ’ is suggested — The Adhrigu^ 
mmdra shotdd be treated like the foregoing ; that is, the view that was the 
Pdrvapak^a in the foregoing Adhikara'm, dealing with the term ‘ patm ’ 
should be the Pilrvapak§a in the present Adhikaraiui ; and the view that was 
the Siddhdnta there should be the SiddharUa here ; — ^that is, the Piirvapk§a 
view fe that the word should be modified ; and the Siddhdrda is that there 
should be no modification. [The singular form ‘ aamai which is com- 
patible vnth the one aninaai of the Agnieomiya, should, according to the 
Puruapak^a view, be modified into the plural form, in the case of the 
Savamya, where there are several animals ; — and according to the Siddhdnta, 
there should be no modification.] 

[According to the Nydycmalavlatara, there should be a modification of the 
number and gender of the pronoun ‘ aamai \ in accordance with the gender and 
number of the animals concerned.] 



Abhikarai^a (9) ; In a case where ‘ Nwdra ’ is used as a 
substitute for ‘ VrtM\ the term ^ vrlhi ' occurring 
in the Mantra should not be 
modified. 

StJTRA (23). 

In the case oe a substitute, there should be no 

MODIFICATION. 

BMsya. 

In the event of the enjoined substance being spoilt, its substitute should 
be used (to complete the performance), as has been explained under Sutra 
6. 3. 16 and this substitute should be similar to the original substance, as 
explained under Sutra 6. 3. 27. — ^Thus it is that, when the (prescribed) 
Vnhi-grains become spoilt, Nivdra-graitis are tised as their substitute. Now, 
in connection with the Vnhi, the following mantra has been laid down— 

‘ Syonante sadanam krnomi aumanasyarndruih^ 

In regard to this, there arises the question— In the case mentioned, 
when Nlvdra is used as the substitute, should the term ^ vnhi' occurring’ 
in the Mantra (‘ vnKvndm medha, etc. ’) be modified (into ‘nivara', '‘nivdrd- 
rjdm rmdha, etc. ’ ) ? — Or should it be xised without modification ? 

On this question, the PurvapaJcsa view is as follows: — “If the term 
‘ vnhi ’ were used in its xmmodified form, it coxxld not indicate the Nivdra 
which is being used ; hence for the piupose of indicating the Nivdra, it 
becomes necessary to use the term ' rma/ra'. Hence it follows that a 
modification shoxild be made.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta : — In the case of a 
substituie, there should be no modification ; the words ‘ pratinidhau cha ’ is 
to be construtxi along with the words \uho na kartairyah ’ (‘ no modification 
shoxild be made’). — “What woxild bo the re.sxilt of this?” — ^The result 
would be that there would be no modification and the scriptural text would 
be preserved. — From this xve conclude that there should be no 
modification. 

SUTRA (24). 

[06jeciiow]--“ Thebe could be non-modification only if there 

WERE NO MENTION (OF ‘ VRiHI ’), AND IF THE OTHER SUB- 
STANCE WERE NOT THEBE,” 

Bhdsya. 

“ It is not right that there should be no modification. There could 
be non-modification (of the nwn/ntro) only (a) if the term ‘ vnhi ’ were not 
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contained in the numi/ra, and (6) if the other substance were not there ; i,e. 
if the substance used were not Niv^a. — As a matter of fact, however, both 
these conditions are absent. Hence for the purpose of securing the indica- 
tion of the thing actually used, the term ‘ nivara ’ should be used in 
modification (of the term ‘ vnhi 

SUTRA (25). 

lArmaerl — bihality, by beason or the NivIba. sebyestg the same 

PURPOSE AS THE VbIHI, IT MAY BE SPOKEN OF BY THE SAME 
NAME ; SPECIALLY AS THE EMBELLISHMENTS ABE 
EQUALLY APPLICABLE TO BOTH. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ va ’ (• in reality ’) sots aside the above view. 

It is nob right that there should be modification ; in fact, the mantra 
should be used without any modification. — “ Why ? ” — By reason of the 
Nvoaffa serving the same purpose as the Vnhi ; as a matter of fact, the 
i^caro-grains are used for the same purpose as the Vnhi^grains, Further, 
the Besprinkling and other Embellishihents that are done to the VtiM- 
grains are done to these as marked by certain characteristics some of 
these characteristics are present in the Nivara-grains also ; so that it is in 
connection with these oharaoteristics that the Besprinkling and other 
Embellisiunents are performed (to the Nivara). And just as the, term 
‘ vnhi \ apart from the embellishments, is applicable to the grams as qualified 
by mihi, so is it applicable also to the Nivara-grains in question. — From, 
this it follows that the Mantra should be used without modification. 

SUTRA (26). 

FuBTHBB, TEDS TBUTH OF THE MATTBB HAS BEEH ALREADY 
EXPLAINED. 

Bhd§ya. 

Question — “ How do you know that the characteristics of the Vnhi 
are present in the Nivara ? ” 

Answer — The truth of the matter has been already explained ; i.e. in 
Adhydya VI, undar Su. 6. 3. 27, it has been explained how the chai*acter of 
Fn/ii is present in l^ivdra. — From this also it follows that there should be 
no modification, ' 



Adhikarana (10): At the Sacrifice where there are two 
animals, there should be no modification in the 
Mantras ‘ Suryahchahmrgarnayatdt, etc. etc.' 

SUTRA (27). 

In the case of belated things, inasmuch as thebe is no fixed 
LIMIT [thebe should BE NO MODIFICATION.]. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with Adhrigu-Mantra, there are certain ‘ related things 
such as the ‘Eye’, the ‘Life-breath’ and so forth, — spoken of in the 
sentence — ‘ SuryanduiJc^urgamayatdt — mtam, prdnatTianvavasrjatdt ’ [‘ May 
the Ey& go to the Sun ; may the Life-breath become absorbed in the Air 
The question is, should these words be modified in the case of sacrifices 
witb. two or more animals, — or not ? 

The Purmpak^a starts with a preliminary objection : — “ The very fact 
that the words as they stand are incompatible (even at the one-mimal 
sacrifice), — ^inasmuch as the two Eyes of the one animal are spoken of by 
means of a word in the singular form (‘ Eye ’)— shows that there should be 
no modification at sacrifices with t^o or more animals, [So that there 
can be no cause for raising the question that has been raised] 

“ The answer to this preliminary objection (says the Pwrvarpah^in) is as 
follows — ^The ‘ going to the S\m ’ which is spoken of in the Addirigu-Mam^ra 
is not that of the two physical Eye-balls ; because as a matter of fact the two 
Eye-balls never go to the Sun ; it is the Light (of the Eyes) that is spoken 
of as so going to the Sun and this Light is only one ; hence the mantra is 
not, in its very nature, ‘ incompatible On the other hand, in the case 
of the performance of the Modificatory Sacrifices with two or more animals 
■ — ^which have been enjoined in such texts as ‘ Mcfit^am avetmndlahheta, 
varunam apdhehmisadhlndm sandhdvannakmnah ' — as these are 

different animals, it means that the Light (which constitutes the visual 
organ, Eye) also is diverse,* — ^from which it would seem that there should 
be modification in this latter case (of the singular form into the Plural). — 
‘ In the case of the single animal also, as there are two distinct Eye-balls, 
the Light of the two Byes is distinct.’ — ^Mot so, we reply; what is meant 
by the sentence ‘ May the Eye go to the Sun ’ is the animal’s Liglit (whicli 
constitutes its Visual Organ as a whole), and not the distinct Eye-balls : 
while in the case of several arumals, there is a diversity of this Light (con- 
stituting the visual organ of the several animals) ; and hence there should 
be modification in this latter case,” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta: — In the case of 
related things, inasmuch as there is no fixed limU [there should be no 
modification] ; — that is, in the case of related things, even though there is 
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diversity of aniinals, yet the lAghi constituting this visual organ is only a 
conglomeration (or aggregate or mass) of all their light-rays ; Just as in the^ 
case of water or oil or clarified butter, there are endless diverse drops in di verses 
places, yet when they come together in one place, they form a single mass ^ 
even the same manner, the Light-rays also (though diverse in the visual 
organs of the different animals, come to form a single mass when they conio 
together) ; so that the singular form (of the term ‘ eye ’) being quite expreasive- 
of (and applicable to) this Tmiss, there should be no modification. 

StiTRA (28). 

Also because we finb ae indicative text. 



There is an indicative text also, in support of the view that there is no- 
modification in the case of ‘related things ’ — ^ N a maia mrdhate^ na majja^ 
net nabhih, prdnohi sah ’ [‘ There is no augmentation of the Mother, the 
Marrow, and the Navel, as all this is the Life-breath ’] ; hem the non- 
modification of the TAfe-breath is taken as a well-established fact and cited 
as a reason (for the non-augmentation of the Mother, etc.). — ^From this it 
follows that there is no modification in the case of ‘ related things 



Adhikakana (11) : At the Sacrifice with two anwmls, in 
the Adlw^gu-Mcmi/ra^ the term ^ ekadha^ should 
he repeated. 

SUTRA (29). 

The term ‘ Ekadha ’ should be pronounced repeatedly; because 

OF THE PRESENCE OF' * ONE ’ (' EkA ’). 

BMsya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma sacrifice, there i-. the Aipils'omiya- 
Animal-sacrificc, spoken of in the text ‘Being initiate<l, ont saenliees the 
animal dedicated to Agm-Sonm ’ ; at this latter the Adlirujit-Mtifara is 
recited, wherein we read — ‘ Slcadhu 'sya tvachafndchehhy'tlut ' i'Uitt out its 
skin once’]- 

When this rmntra comes to be used at the Modificatory Sacrifice with 
Iwo animals, tliere arises the question — Should it be repeatcfl ? Or should 
it be mod as it stands, without any modification ? 

The only answer possible is that the term ' ekadhu' (‘in one way’) 
should be repeated,— “ Why ? ” — Became of die presence of ' eka ' (‘ one ’). 
What the words in question mean is that ‘ when one is cutting out the skin, 
he should adopt one style ’ ; when, therefore, the skin of two or more 
animals is being cut out, it is not possible to adopt absolutely the 
same style in connection with all ; the skin is cut out of the animals by 
turns, hence in cutting out the skin of one they would adopt one style ; 
and hence if the words were used as they stand, they could not apply to all 
the animals. Hence it follows that it should bo repeated [and to that 
extent the Man^a should be modified |. 

SUTRA (30). 

[POrvapak^a view] — “ In fact, there should be no modifica- 
tion ; JUST AS IN THE CASE OF ONE OPERATION PERFORMED 
OVER SEVERAL THINGS.” 

BM^ya. 

The term ‘ m ’ (‘in fact ’) indicates the setting up of a different view. 

' “ It is not right that the word should be repeated ; in fact, it should be 
used as it stands, without any modification. — ^Why ? — Because what the 
word means is ‘ unification ’ ; the moaning of the sentence being • make 
the skins of these animals into one’ — ^The question is — what docs this 
‘ making one ’ mean ? Does it mean that the skins of all should be cut 
out al one and the same titne ? Or at one ami die same place ? — The answer 
11 
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to tbis is that— it is jmt m m ease of one operation performed over semmal 
things i i.e. Just as several animals perform their actions at on© and the same 
time ; for instancei, when one makes several cows drink water at one and 
the same time ; — ^in the same manner in the case in question what is meant 
to be said, is to ‘bring about unificatioh of the skin ’ ; and there can be 
umfimiion only when there ar© several skin's concerned, not when there is 
a single skin. Hence it follows that when there are several skins, what 
the term ‘ Mhadha ’ means is.,‘ unification ’ [and hence being quite applicable, 
it need not be modified].” 

SUTRA (31). 

{Pmvapahsa ayiswered] — bbamty, what ’ Skadha ’ signifies is 

‘ ONCE ’ ; AS THEBE IS ONLY ONE SKIJ? (AT THE PbIMAEY 
vSaCKIFICE), the idea of ‘at one time ’ COULD NOT 
BE MEANT ; INASMUCH AS THE MODIFECATORY 

Sacbifices have the SAID Sacrifice for their 

ORIGINAL, THE TERM COOLD APPLY ONLY IF IT 
WERE AUGMENTED BY REPETITION. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ w ’ (‘ in reality ’) .sets aside the view set forth above. 

It is not right that there should be no modification ; in fact, the word 
{'Bhadha, ’) has to be repeated. — If the term stands for an act done at mn 
time, then the words come to express the combmation of skins ; and this could 
not be really meant in connection with the Primary Sacrifice, at which 
there is only one skin [and hence a ‘ combination of skins * would be 
impossiblelr—Hence, inasmuch as the subsequent Modificatory Sacrifices with 
several animals have the said Primary Sacrifice for their original, — there 
being an increase in the number of animals, what is meant should be asserted 
by means of repetition. 



Abhikakaia (12) : At the \Ttm~ammaUsmrifice' and 
other Modificatory Anmial-mcrifices, the term 
® Aledhapati ’ should he modified mcord- 
ing to the mmes of deities. 

SUTRA (32). 

[PtfEVAPAK^A (A)] — “BeCATTSE THE CHABACTEB OF * MSDHAFA'H ’ 

(Master of Saceificb) subsists iw the Master akd 

THE BESmS, — ^BECAUSE IT IS SO USED EVEETWHmEj 
- -r-AJ® BSOAUSS (FOB THESE REASONS) THE MAHTBA 

IS INCOMPATIBLE (at THE Pbimaey Sacrifice 

AIBO),— THEEB SHOULD BE NO MODIFICA- 
TION IN ANY CASE.” 

Bhd?ya. 

At the Agni^mtya-animal^aerifice performed in connection with the 
Jyoti^torm, the Adhrigu-mmtm is addressed to the ‘ Killers ’ Daivyah 
ahamUara tUa cha manufySify Srdbhc$dhvam upanayata mMhyadurah ashdadMa 
mMhapatihhyam fnMhah\ which means — ‘O Killers, divine as well as 
human, start the work, bring up the weapons necessary for the saerifloe, 
hoping thereby to accomplish the sacrifice of the two Medhapatis In 
the ixoA of this mantra, some rescensional tests read the word ‘ mMha- 
patayS * in the singuh^ form, while others read it as ‘ mMhapatibhyelm * 
in the Dual form. [The esplanatiaa of the mantra is according to Mddh&m ; 
acoordlng to what the Bhdfya mj^ under Sfi. below, the meaning appears 
to be ‘ Bring up the dteat out of the body of the sacrificial animal.*) 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^In the case of those anixnal- 
sacrifices wh««® two or more animals are sacrificed, — (o) should the word, 
in one form or the other, be used as it stands, without any modification ? 
cr (&) Should it be modified in accordance with the number of the Master 
of • the sacrifice f or (c) in accordance with the number of Deities 
concerned 1 

On this question, we have the following PurvapaJi ^ — “ At a nwttsr 
fact, the character of * mMhapatV belonga to the Master as toeU as the Deity j 
because the animal has been offered — i.e. dedicated — to the two deities 
fso it belongs to the Deitiesl ; and it belongs also to the Master, who also is 
‘ medhapati — in the sense that' it is going to accomplish his purpose ; — 
and it is also going to be given away (offered) to the two deities ; — so that 
the ‘ mastery ’ over the Midha (the animal) subsists in all these tluee (the 
Master of the sacrifice and the two deities, Agni and Soma ). — ^The word 
* patl ’ also is used in the sense of ‘ mastery ’ everywhere, from the Himalaya 
down to Cape Comorin. — ^Thus at the Primary Sacrifice, the singular 
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form (‘ medhapataye ’) as well as the Dual form (‘ mMhapatibhydni ’) are used 
in the sense of these three (and to this extent it is ‘ incompatible’) ; hence, 
just as at the Primary Sacrifice, the word is not taken as denoting either 
singularity or duality , but is taken as merely denoting the relationship (between 
* medha ’ and ‘ pati ’ ), — similarly the same forms should be used at all the 
modificatory sacrifices (irrespectively of the number of Deities). Hence 
there should be no modification of the word.” 

SUTRA (33). 

[PfiEVAPAKSA (B)] — “ Oe, the DuAL FOEM MAY BE TAKEK AS APPLYING 

ONLY IN CASES WHERE AN ENTITY OTHER THAN THE MaSTEE 
IS MEANT TO BE INCLUDED ; HENCE THE WORD SHOULD 
BE USED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NUMBER (OF 
ENTITIES AND MASTERS CONCERNED).’’ 

Bhdsya. 

“ Or, it is not as has been asserted above, — ^that the Singular form as 
well as the Dual form is used at the Primary Sacrifice ; what really happens 
is that for persons whose Vedic text roads the word in the Singular form, 
it would apply to the Master alone, and for those whose Vedic text reads 
it in the Dual form, it would apply to the two deities. Consequently, at 
the Modificatory Sacrifices, where there are several deities, the Dual form 
shall be used in its modified form (i.e. in the Plural form), and in connection 
with the Masters, the Singular form woiold be used in its modified formi 
in this way the word would be used in accordance with the number of 
deities and masters ; [so that, where there are several Deities and several 
Masters, we should have the plural forms, ^medhapaiibhyah — mMdhapatihhyah\ 
the former referring to the Deities and the latter to the Sacrificersy ' 

. SUTRA (34). 

[P0evapak§a (C)]— " Or, it should be taken as standing for the 
Master only ; as there is a single term and if it stood 
FOR THE Deity, there would be withdrawal ; — ^as foe 
THE Dual form, that would be appiioable 
to the wife (of the Master along 
WITH THE Master himself). 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ or ’ sets aside the view set forth above. 

“ It is not right that the word ‘ m&dhapati ’ should be taken as standing 
for both the Master and the Deity ; because the word ‘ mMhapaPi ’ is a single 
term ; and simply because it is found in its dual form, and also in the singular 
form, it cannot become denotative of the Master as well as the Deities. 
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Question — ‘ It is true that there is ohe word fnedhapati, but another 
a lso is understood ; how then is it said that it cannot denote both the 
Master and the Deity ? ’ — Answer— When the word stands for the Master, 
then the words are to be construed as ‘ medhapataye yo mMhah tarn midhya- 
(hirah vpanayata'. [‘Bring up the chest out of the animal^ belonging to 
the Medhapati, i.e. the Master ; while when it stands for the deity, the 
construction would have to be — ‘ mMhapataye upanayata medhyadurah ’ 
[‘ Bring up the chest of the sacrificial animal for the sake of the Medhapati, 
i.e, the Deity] ; — ^the word, being uttered once only, cannot be connected 
with the two different words (in the two different constructions shown 
above) ; in fact, such a dual construction would involve a syntactical split. 
From all this we conclude that the term stands for the Master 

only. — QtiesHon — ‘Why cannot it be assumed to stand for the Deity?’ 
— Answer — ^If it were so assumed, then the mantra with the singular form 
would have to be transferred to the sacrifice at which there is a single deity ; 
and this would go against the Context. On the other hand, if the word 
‘ mSdhapaii ’ is taken as standing for the Master, there would be no 
transferring of the marUra with the Dual form ; as at that same sacrifice 
(where there is a single Master), it would apply to the Master and his wife. 
Thus for the sake of preserving the Context, the word should be taken as 
standing for the Master ; and hence it should be modified in accordance with 
the number of the Master.” 

SOTRA (35). 

[SlDDKiJTTi;] — Ik BSALITY, the word SHOtTLD BE TAKBK AS STAKDING 
POB THE DBiry ; AS rr IS for the Deity that the thikg is 

SOITGHT BOB ; AS THE SDBSTAKOB ALREADY BBLOKGS 

TO THE Master, any sbekiko bob it ok his 

BEHALE WOULD BE MEANINGLESS. 

BMpja. 

The term ‘fiu’ (‘in reality’) sets aaide the view set forth above. 

The term * midhofpatti’ does not denote the Master ; it. must be taken 
as standing for the Deity.—” Wliy ? ’’—Because it is for thi Deity that the 
thing is sought for \ when the words— ‘dsMsond wIdfeipofoyS wWAowt* — 
are pronounced, it means that the offerittg»raaterial is sought for for the 
sake of the two dei^ties, the meaning being—* seeking for the m^dha for the 
two MedhapaUa, please bring it up for them*. Any such request with 
reference to the Master would be meaningless and should not be done ; 
because the M^ha already belongs to the Master ; why then should it be 
sought for for him '? Nor can there be any use in establishing a perpetual 
connection between the Master and the Mldha; because, if the offering- 
material remained with the Master, ^or all time, there would be no sacrifice 
at all. — From all this it follows that the term * MldhivpaU' denotes the 
deities. 
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SUTRA (36). 

By reason of its havini’Ubben given away, 'phe Master’s ownership 

OVER THE SUBSTANCE COULD ONLY BE FIGUKATIVE 

(sluondary). 

BMsya. 

The substance having been given away, with the formula ‘this is 
no longer mine if one keeps it any ioiiger, he keeps it only as belonging to 
some one else, with the view that it would become connected with the 
Deity — ■“ What is the connection between the substance and the Deity ? ” 
— ^It is this that it is in favour of the deity that tlie ownership over it has 
been surrendered; and tliis surrendering has been done before the sacrifice 
(is completed). Thus then on account of the sacrifice having been per- 
formed, the substance remains with the Master as something belonging to 
another person, and not as ixis own, after ho has given it away. That alone 
is one’s ‘ own ’ in regard to which one’s own self is the predominant factor, 
and not that in regard to which one occupies only a subordinate position ; 
in regard to such a thing as this latter, one’s ownership masterslnp ’) is 
only figurative (secondary). So that in the case in question direct ownership 
—-over the ‘ mMha — hence the character of ‘ mSdhapati — belongs to the 
two deities; the ownership of the Master being only figurative (and indirect). 

StJTRA (37); 

{Objection'] — “ The mantra with ’'the singular form would, in that 

CASE, have to be EXCLUDED (TRANSFERRED) ; AS IT WOULD 
BE INCOMPATIBLE WITH THE TWO DEITIES.” 

Bhdsya. 

This argument lias been urged above (under Pwrvapak§a (C), in SHira 
34) ; and it has got to be refuteid* [This is done, in the following Siitra]. 

SUTRA (38). 

But the singular fobm is applicable ; because it 

CHARACTERISES IT, 

Bhasyd. 

^ The answer to the said argument is as follows : — The term ‘ rrMimpati ’ 

stands for the group consisting of the two deities Agni and Smna ; and 
as such the singular form is quite applicable to the Deities thus grouped ; 
the meaning of the w^rds of the moMra used at the performance being — 

‘ Bring up the MMha for this one group \ Thus the singular form of the 
term ‘ mMhapati% standing as it doas for the Group, need not be transferred. 
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StJTRA (39). 

Because ‘ Deity ’ is a belatiye tb^, thebefore. it should form 

AH OPTIOH ALONG WITH THAT. 

.TMs is another answer to the ''said objection — The entity known a.s 
‘ deity ’ ia sometMng relative; that iai when one is said to be a ‘ deity’, it 
meaaaa that two entities (a^i offering and a recipient of the offering) are 
related ; — in some cases there is a smgle entity; but in cases where a substance 
has been offered to two entities, both of these become the ‘ deity ’,~-the two 
entities having foeebme one ; and thus the singular form also fits in into the 
Context, and may be- treated as an optional alternvxtive to the previoiis 
Cdual) form. 

SfjTBA (40). 

Even if thebe is a single DEiry, the quality 

DOES NOT CEASE. 

Bhu^ya. 

■ ' ■ Tliiis’ is a bold [FMe end of or Sfi. .43|. , W© grant that ■ 

.there ia Mnguirsrij! "n tfeB.,cafie of two deities; even so, the singular form 
would fit SSI 'with Context. ■ What is signified by the laisic noun (* tnMha- 
pati^) I® iMStTally peasent in the case; as for the singular mimber, that is. 
meant only lor cjonaecting it with the ‘ bringing up ’ ; or w© may even 
regard the aingukttUy as not meant to be significant. For these reasons 
the ain gular form need not be. transferred from the Context. 

It might be argued that-— “ What the case-ending in ‘ medhapaiai/e ’ 
signifies is the connection of that which is qualifietl by iin^kness ’’.—-But 
even so, our view would be all the more rea.sonable ; because everything in 
the world is connected with singhtms-^" But what wo mean is that the 
ending brings about the connection and also denotes smglmesn — Even 
this makes no difference ; for, inasmuch as nO significance attaches to this 
singlemss, the word would not be incompatible with the Context. — “ But 
even when no significance attaches to the singlenoHS. the singular casc- 
ejiding is used only in reference to what is connected with sw^iene^s, not 
to anything else — Tn that case the singleness that subsists in the term 
‘mMhapaii' might be taken as actually belonging to it and, as such, re- 
ferred to by the word in question. — So that this also does not aff<pct our 
position. 



AdhikaPvANa {IS): At the Animal-sacrijice where there 
are several deities, the Smgular form ‘ medhapataye^ 
shoald be treated as mi optional alternative. 

SUTRA (41). 

i PC.HS acaksa] — “ At the Saceifk'e to ,-;eve'i\l deitieSj there 

MUST BE MODIFICA'i'lOfi." 

Bhdsya. 

I’iu-vo is an nninial-sacritice at wluch thori arc- sti'veral deities, spoken 
u? iu tiie foilirtving text — Sa Udn pashundd'ti/eviiyaJi kmndya alabhate ' 
[■ One flianild sacM'iftce these animals to the Adifijaii, for the fulfilment of 
iiis de.sire ’] ; uuain. * Vaishvadevam dhumramcdahhetn ' One should sacrifice 
the dusky animal to the Vishvedevas ’]• — ^The Pritriary Original of these 
sacrifices is tlie Agmsomlya-animal, -sacrifice ; at tliis latter, in the Adhrigu- 
Mantra, the term '■ irndhapati' occurs in the singular and the plural 
forms ; and under the General Law, tliis term is taken as to be tised at the 
aforesaid modificatory sacrifices to the several deities. 

In regard to tliis, there arises the following quoHtion— -Should the Dual 
form of the word be modified, and the Singular form omitted ? — Or should 
both of these be used as optional alternatives t 

On this question, the PurvapaJesa view is as follows : — “ Inasmuch as 
the Dual form expresses wliat forms part of the sacrifice, it should be used, 
but in the modified form. ; as for the singular form, it is incapable of 
expressing any such thing, and for that reason it has to be omitted ; — such 
i.s the rule. — Objection — ‘Under this principle the Dual form would come 
to be used in its unmodified form, at the Primary Sacrifice ; because the 
duality is not meant to be -signified there — Answer — In this case the Duality 
does not specify anything ; but that does not mean that it does not express 
what is contained in the sacrifice and what is expressed cannot be useless ; 
so that the visible purpose that it serves is that it brings up the thing 
numbered (i.e. the animal) for the purpose of connecting it with another 
number ,* thus it is that there is modification into the Plural form.” 

SUTRA (42). 

[Siddhahta] — In reality, there should be option, — ^as m the 
tase of the Oeiginal Primary. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been said that the Dual form should be modified ; — this we 
accept j but we do not accept the view that the Singular form should be 
omitted ; as a matter of fact, as at the Primary original sacrifice, so here 



ABHYAYA IX, PADA lU, ADHIKABANA ( 13 ). 


15 ^ 


also, the Singular form can be treated as an Optional Alternative to the 
Dual form. — ^It has been already, explained that at the Primary Sacrifice, 
the singular form is used on the understanding that the deities {Agni and 
Soma), form o-m group , — or on the ground that deities are ‘ relative ’ 
entities ; similarly in the ease in question also, the singular form may come 
in as an Optional Alternative, either on the understanding that the several 
-deities form one group, or on the groimd that deities are ‘relative’ entities. 


Adhikarana (14) : At the ' EkddasMnl' Sacrifice, the 
singular form of the term ‘ medhapati ’ should he 
modified. 

StJTRA (43). 

In another case, there should be modification, because the. 

DEriTES are distinct and self-contained, 

BJidsya. 

Thera is tho Ekadash ini (whex*e eleven animals are sacrificed to several' 
deities) — .sjiokeM of in the fol lowing text — ■' Praisdgneyena vdpayati, mitJiunam 
sdmsmiyil kfirut\ rctah aaumyhia dadhaU. pmjanayati pausneriU’, etc, etc. ’ — 
At the Primary Origiua! of this sacrifice (i.e. the Agnlsomlya), there is the 
Adhrlfju.mnnirn. wliereiu the term ' niedhapatp occurs in the Singular and 
the Dual fMnus undfa' the General Iiaw, this same mantra comes to be 
itsed at the 

In regard to this the following question is to be considered— -Must the 
Dual form be modi! ietl. and as for the Singular form, should it be xtsed in its 
unmodified form ? Or should it be omitted ? 

The FuroirpaUfx view is that — There should be option as at the Primary 
Original sacrifice ” (as declared under Su. 42, above),” 

In answer to this, we have the following Slddkdnta: — At the Ehddashinl, 
there should ha modification, not oj^tion ; hence the singular form should 
be omitted. — “ Why ? Pecawse the deities are distinct', i.e. in this case 
the deities are distinct,— -one deity appertainmg to one animal, and another 
to another animal ; so that in this ease the deities cannot be treated 
as one ‘ group ’ ; — and such being the case, they cannot be treated as 
‘ relative entitie.s ’ either. At the Primary Sacrifice, both these conditions 
are present {Ayni and Soma conjointly forming the deity of a single animal) ; 
whereby the singular form finds room. In the case in question, both 
these conditions are absent, hence there can be no room for the Singular 
form. -V 

As for the assertion that — ‘ Even if there is a single deity, the quality 
does not cease ’ {Sutra 40), — ^this is only a bold assertion made after 
accepting (for the sake of argument) the view of the Opponent, and it is 
not the view of the Siddhdntin himself ; hence that does not affect our position. 


End of Pdda iti of Adhydya IX. 



ABHYAYA IX. 
pada IV. 

Adhikaeana (1) : 'In such mantras as Sadvimshati- 
rasya vankrayah the modification should he done 
hy summation. 

SUTRA (i). 

[PtfRVAPAKgA (A) — contmmd]—-“ At tjee anmal-sacrifices, the term 

‘ SaDVIMSHATIH ’ SHOULD BE REPEATED ; (a) BECAUSE THEY 
HAVE THE ‘ AGNiSOMlYA-ANIMAL-SACBmCE ’ EOR THEIR 
ORIGIN AI. ; — (6) AND BECAUSE THE QUALIFICATION HAS 
BEEN SEPARATED. IF THERE WERE NO MODIFICA- 
TION, THE CONNECTION OF THE RlBS WOULD 
BE ONLY PARTIAL. ThE MODIFICATION 
COULD NOT BE IN THE FORM OF 
SUMMATION, BECAUSE' THEBE 
IS NO CONNECTION WITH 
ALL (the BIBS).” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, the Aj/nisow^i/a-animal-sacrifice is 
performed — as mentioned in the text — ‘ On being initiated, one sacrifices 
the animal dedicated to Agm-Soma ’ in course of the Adhrigu-M antra 
recited at it, there occur the following words — ‘ Sadvimahatirasya vankrayah ' 
[‘ He has twenty-six ribs ’]. — By virtue of the General Law, these words 
come to be used at those animal -sacrifices also where two or more animals 
are sacrificed. 

Such sacrifices being those laid down in such texts as — Maitram ahveta- 
mdlabhate, varunam krsnanuipanchaiisculhindncha sandhdvannakdmah ' \ — in 
regard to such sacrifices, there arises the following question — Should the 
term. ' SadvimshaW (‘twenty-six’) be repeated (as many times as there 
may be the number, of the animals) ? Or should it be used as it stands, 
without any modification — ‘Or should there be modification of the case- 
ending denoting number ? Should the word be repeated ? — or the words 
used should be determined by summation ? 

On tliis question, the Purvapak^a view is as follows ; — “ The term 
‘ Sadvimsha ’ (‘ twenty-six’) should be repeated in the case of those aniinah 
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-sacrifices where there are two or more animals. In eonneetion with the 

Pj'imary sacrifice, the ribs of one animal have been spoken of as ‘ twenty- < 

six ’ ; — in the case in question, that qualification has been separated ; i-e. 

each of the several animals has got tweniy-six ribs ; under the circumstances, 

if the term. ‘ twenty-six ’ were tised in its unmodified form, all the ribs 

present would not be spoken of. If, on the other hand, all the ribs present 

were summed up, and the corresponding numeral used (i.e. the term ‘ fifty- 

two ’ in the case of two animals), then, the original term (of the Mantra) 

would become omitted ; and this would militate against the scriptural text. 

—Further, all the ribs present are not connected with the ‘ sacrificial animal ’ ; | 

as they are connected with the ‘ animal-pair ’, and no ‘ animal-pair ’ is the | 

‘ sacrificial animal — -Objection — ‘ As a matter of fact, what has got to i: 

be connected with the ribs is ■ that which is employed ih place of the 
sacrificial animal, for the purpose for which this latter is employed ; — ^the i 

expression used (in the original Mantra) in this connection has been in i 

accordance with this ; — at the two-animal-sneri^ee if the expression used j 

were such as connected the two animals with all the ribs, then , alone the s 

•connection would be established between each single animal and twenty. i 

six ribs — ^The answer to this is as follows : — ^It is not so ; at the Primary i 

sacrifice the connection of the ‘ twenty -six ’ with the animal is direct ; while | 

in the case in question, if a connection were made with any other number, | 

such connection would be only with an imperceptible nxunber of limbs, and 
hence it would be only inferential (indirect) ; . nor would the connection 
denoted necessarily be between ‘twenty-six’ and each of the animals; it 
might be understood that (of the * fifty-two ribs ’), twenty -five belong to one 
animal and twenty-seven to the other. As a matter of fact, however, no 
•such idea has been expressed in connection with the Primary sacrifice. — 

From all this it follows that the term should be repeated.” 


SUTRA (2). 

■[PCfEVAPAK^A (A)— CO?ltmMe(Z]— “ If it is urged that ih. the case of 

REFETITIOir ALSO, THERE WOULD BE THE SAME CONTINGENpY— 
[then the answer would he as in the following 
&utra\ 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent to the Purvapak^in—-^ li yon think that the using of 
a term expressive of the total number of ribs (of the several animals con- 
cerned) wo^ild involve the introducing of a word not used at the Primary 
sacrifice, — then the same contingency would arise in the case of repetition 
also ; as the term lias not been repeated at the Primary sacrifice, its repeti- 
tion at the sacrifice in question would mean the introducing of the repealed 
ierm which has not -been used at the Primary sacrifice 
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SUTEA (3). 

[PffRVAPAKSA (A) — mntinued—axisw^v to objection]-— “ Not so ; because 

■ IT IS A SECONDARY FACTOR AND BECAUSE IT IS FOR A DEFINITE 
PURPOSE.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ What has been urged does not affect our position. Repetition ia only 
a secondary factor (a mere qualification) of the word; so that in our view, 
it would be this secondary factor which would be the one not used at the- 
Primary sacrifice ; while in your view it is the word itself that would be so^ 
And it is declared (under Su. 12. 2. 25) that — ‘ when there is an incom- 
patibility between the qualification of the Primary and that of the subsidiary, 
it is the latter that should be rejected ’. — ^Further, it is for a definite pxxrpose- 
that we introduce a term not used at the Primary sacrifice, — ^for the purpose 
of securing the signification of the separate qualifications ; and if something- 
hot declared (in the text) is done for a purpo.se that has been so declared, 
we welcome such a process. Hence what has been urged does not affect 
our position.” 

SUTEA (4). 

[P0RVAPAKSA {A)— continued — Second objection to the Purvapakga]— 

“ If it be argued that ‘ the same might be said in con- 
nection WITH ‘ Summation ’ also [then the answer is 
as below].” 

BM§ya. 

Says th-e Purvapak^in's Opponent — ‘ If your view is that by repeating 
the term, the General Law becomes honoured and yet all the ribs concerned 
become spoken of (without violating the original text),^ — then the same 
might be said in support of the view that we should use a term expressive 
of all the ribs collectively ; — in this also the General Law would he honoured, 
as all the ribs would be spoken of. Further, in thus speaking of all the riba 
collectively, they all become spoken of simultaneously and this is in keeping 
with the declaration of the entire procedure. Hence all the ribs should 
be summed up (and spoken of collectively.) ’ 

SUTEA (5). 

[PuRVAPAKSA (A)-— Purvapak§iu’s amwer to above objec- 
tion] — “ Not so ; as rr is not possible.” 

Bha§ya. 

“It is not so ; in our case the General Law becomes honoured because- 
,we use only the term ‘ twenty-six ’ (which is in the original Mantra) ; whila 
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in youf ease what is' honoured by the collective expression is the declaration 
of procedure. As a matter of fact, so long as the General Law can be followed, 
no heed should be paid to the declaration of procedure. For the General 
Law is more authoritative, a.s it serves to origirmte as well as imply the 
requisite details ; while all that the declaration of procedure, does is to bring 
together what has been already enjoined and implied ; and this latter is 
weaker by reason of its later functioning. Hence the term .shoxild be 
repeated.” 

SCTRA (6). 

XPfjRVAPAKSA (A) — co7icX'uded '\ — “ Also because at the PBUiARy 
Sacrifice the animal is spoken of as along with its own 

BIBS ; AND IT SHOULD BE THE SAME IN THE CASE IN 
QUESTION ALSO.” 

Bhasya. 

“ At the Primary Sacrifice, the animal has been spoken of as along with 
its own (twenty-six) ribs ; and in the case in question, the same should be 
done ; — ^this is possible only if there is repetition ; — ^in the case of a collective 
■expression, the total number spoken of would appertain to a number of ribs 
l^resent in other animals ; so that none of the several animals (individually) 
would be spoken of as along with its own ribs. Hence what has been argued 
is not right.” 

SUTRA (7). 

{Refutation of Purvapaksa (A)] — But, inasmuch as the Ribs 

ABE THE PRINCIPAL FACTOR, THEY SHOULD BE SPOKEN OF 
COLLECTIVELY ; THAT THEY ARE THE PRINCIPAL 
FACTOR FOLLOWS FROM THE FACT THAT THE 
ADHBIGU SUBSERVES THE PURPOSES 
OF THE Ribs. 

Bhasya. 

The term ‘ tu' (‘but’) sets aside the view set forth above. 

It is not right that the term ‘ Sadvimshatih ’ (‘ twenty -six ’) should be 
repeated ; in fact all the Ribs should be spoken of collectively, after summation. 
— ^Why ? — Because the Ribs are the principal factor ; they are the principal 
factor, as the st§.tement meant to be made in the Mantra as used at the 
Primar5f Sacrifice is that ■ ‘ these Ribs are twenty-six ’ ; which shows that 
the animal’s Ribs have been- counted as twenty-six, — and not that the 
animal is characterised by Ribs which have been so counted. — “ Why so ? ” 
— The counting of the Ribs serves the visible purpose that the whole 
flank of the airimal is taken out ; while there is no such purpose served by 
defining the animal as characterised by the counted Ribs. Thus it is not 
the relationship of the animal that is meant to be expressed ; and pre- 
dominance attaches to the Ribs. — ^Further, inasmuch as the Adhrigu is 
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meant to subserve the purposes of the Ribs, there can be no point in* con- 
necting it either with the number (twenty-six) or with the animal.— For these 
reasons, the term should be used by summation. — ^Then again, what has 
been spoken Of at the Primary Sacrifice is the precise ntimber of Bibs 
present ; and hence at the Modificatory Sacrifice also, the exact munber of 
Ribs present should be spoken of. For this reason also the term should 
be used by summation: 

SUTRA (8). 

Also because the entirety of Ribs is spoken op. 

Bhdsya. 

What is spoken of in the Mantra is the entirety of the Bibs,-— not the 
■entirety of the animals. When, for instance, it is said — ‘ To, anu§thya uch- 
chdvayatdt ’ [‘ Having counted the Ribs one should take them out — ^what 
is meant is that ' all the twenty -six ribs should be carefully taken out *. — If 
such were not the sense, then the meaning (of the expression ‘ ^advifhsha- 
tirvankrayah ’) would be that ‘ There are twenty-six Ribs in the animal and 
something should be carefully done to them\ For, when a thing is indicated, 
it is so indicated only for the purpose of connecting it with something to 
be done ; — hence what is indicated by' the expression ‘ the animal has twenty- 
six Ribs’ must be taken as indicated for some purpose. Thus it is that 
predominance attaches to the Ribs. 

SUTRA (9). 

:£PffRVAPAK§A (B)]— “In fact, the statement made should be 

EXACTLY IN THE WORDS FOUND IN THE TEXT, AS IN THE CASE 
OF THE ‘ PaTNIVAT ’ SAOEIFICB ; BECAUSE IT IS NOT 
QUITE PROXIMATE. 

BM^a. 

The term ‘opi tu’’ (‘in fact’) indicates the rejection of the view set 
forth in the foregoing Sutra. 

“It is not right that all the Bibs should be summed up and spoken 
■of collectively ; the term ‘ twenty -six ’ should be used ifi its xramodified form. 
— ‘ Why so ? ’ — Because it is not quite 'proximate^ i.e. the Adhrigu-Mantra 
is not proximate ; it is not indicated’ as the instrument of anything ; if it had 
been indicated as an instrument, then what is expressed by it should have 
been regarded as to be done by its means, and not by means of meditation ; 
and in that case the end of the Mantua would be proximate to the perform- 
ance. In that case the requisite simultaneity oould not be seouted by means 
of the word in its unmodified form, and hence it might he either modified 
or repeated. — ^When, on the other hand, the Mantra is not an instrument, 
then the reciting of the Adhrigu-Mantra at the time of the fetching of the 
animal becomes merely descriptive of (reference to) what is being done, — 
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and it eom.es to })o recognised, under the General La%v, as to be recited in 
conncc-tioii wdth the several animals. But it is found that the word (twenty- 
six) in question is incompatible inasmuch as it is incapable of denoting 
the numlx'r of Ribs in all thesif animals. Hence it follows that it is not 
necessary tf.f state the exact number of the Ribs of all these animals ; all 
that should ];o done is to assert the connection f the number ‘ twenty -six \ 
— Just as ill the case of the performance where the sacrificer has two or move 
wives, the term ‘ wife ’ in the Singular number does not characterise the 
wives with the number ‘ one ’ ; all that it does is that it connects them with 
the number ‘ one ’ ; — in the same manner, in the case in question also. — 
From all this it follows that tlie word should be used in its unmodified form ; 
and when the word is used as it stands, the scriptural text becomes 
preserved..” 

StiTRA (10). 

[Rej^iiMtion of Purvaimhsa (B)]— -In bact, thebe must be modifica- 
tion ; BECAUSE THERE IS TBANSEBBENCE ; AS IN THE CASE OE 
THE ' SaCRIEICEB 



The term ‘iw’ (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the view just set 
forth. 

It is not right that there should be no modification ; in fact the word 
should foe modified. In cases where a particular number is used (in the 
Mantra) emphatically and directly in reference to a particular number of 
things,— -on the strength of the direct injunction bearing iipon the matter, 
if the number expressed by the term used is found to be incompatible with 
the actual state of things, the use is made on the basis of the understanding 
that a transcendental result follows from the use of such an inconsistent 
expression ; as for instance, in connection with the term * wife * used (in 
the Singular number) at the Primary Sacrifice {even where the niunber of 
wives is more than one. Vide Su. 9. 3, 21). — In the case in question (i.e. 
at the Modificatory Sacrifice), however, the word ‘ twenty-six ’ (ribs), is not 
used (in the Mantra) emphatically in reference to several animals ; all that is 
done is that the use of the Manira laid down in connection with the Primary 
Sacrifice comes to be recognised (under the General Law9 as to be used at 
the Modificatory Sacrifice ; under the circumstamces, the General Law can 
indicate the use of only that which is compatible (with the Modificatory 
Sacrifice),— and not emphatically and directly the term ‘ twenty-six ’ only. 
— “ What is it that is so compatible ? ” — That which was meant to be 
spoken of at the Primary Sacrifice ; at the Primary Sacrifice what was 
meant to be spoken of was the exact number of Ribs present ; so that at 
the Modificatory Sacrifice what is indicated as to be spoken of is the exact 
number of ribs present [and this, in the case of two or more animals, must 
be more than ‘ twenty-six 

- Says the Opponent-—" It has been already explained (by us) that the 
Adhrign-Mantra is not indicated as an instrument ; and when it is not an 
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instrmnent, how can it be expressive of the exact number of ribs ? Ail 
that it can be directly expressive of is merely the number tweriiy-six [not 
the twenty -six -n6s].” 

Answer — Even though it is not indicated by the Instrrimental case* 
ending, yet, being included in the declaration of Procedure, it becomes a 
means of accomplishment ; and what visible purpose would it accomplish, 
apart from the indicating of the act of offering 1 

Says the Opponent — “The word has no connection with offerings; 
it is the Declaration of the Procedure of the Primary Sacrifice that connects 
it with the Sacrifice ; and at the Primary Sacrifice the purpose found to be 
served by it was the ordinary perceptible one of describing the offering- 
material j and the term ‘ twenty-six ’ also would only serve the purpose of 
eulogising that same material.” 

Our answer to this is that that cannot be so. All that the Context 
connects the word with is the Sacrifice only, and it is understood that the 
Mantra embodies a direction to the Priests (in general), and it is only on the 
basis of the indication of the w'ords of the Mantra that we come to regard 
it as a direction to the Sharnitr Priests {Le. those whose duty it is to, kill 
the animal) ; to this same effect are the words of the Mantra : — ‘ Daivydli 
shamitdra upahutd manvsyd drahhadhvam ’ [‘ 0 divine Killers, the men have 
been incited, now begin your' work ’], and then ‘ Safivimshatirasya van- 
krayah td anusthya uchchdvayatdt ’ [‘ Of this animal, there are 26 ribs, count 
them and then take them out — From this it is clear that what the word 
expresses is each number of ribs, pot merely the numher ' twenty -six 
— Just as in the ease when the word ‘ Sacrificer ’ is used in the sense of one- 
Sacrificer, we take it that the word is expressive of the exact number of 
that Sacrificer alone, and hence in a performance where there are two 
Sacrificer s, the word is modified into that form which is expressive of the 
exact number of Sacrificers. — ^Exactly the same shoxfid be done in the case 
in question also. 

SUTRA (11). 

As BSaAEDS THE TEEM ‘ WIFE,’ IT IS OH ACCOUNT OF ITS BEING SOME- 
THING NEW (that THEBE IS NO MODIFICATION). 

Bhd§ya, 

It has been argued (under Su. 9) that the present case should be 
dealt with like the cas'e of the term ‘ wife — But it was quite right in the 
case of the term ‘ wife ’ ; in that case the term ‘ wife ’ was not one that 
had been laid down as to be used in connection with a performance by a 
sacrificer with one wife ; and hence it was taken to be indicated as to be used 
at performances hy^ sacrificers with two or more wives ; because the term is 
expressive of the number pertaining to the owe wife, just as much as to 
t'wo or more wives. Hence there is no analogy between the i>resent case and 
the case of the term ‘ wife 
12 
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StJTRA (12). 

[PtBVAPAKSA (C)] — “ But, as a matteb of fact, the (basic) term 

SHOULD BE USED JUST AS IT STANDS IN THE MaNTRA, WITHOUT 
ANY JttODmCATION BECAUSE NUMBERS TAKE IN ALL.” 

Bhdsya. 

The term ’) introduces another view. 

“There should be modification of the Number, — but not by ‘summa- 
tion’; the basio noun used should remain ‘twenty-six* ^ctdviniaha’) 
as in the, Vedic text; by retaining the basic noun in its unmodified form 
W 0 preserve the acriptmal text ; — ^for the purpose of expressing the separate 
qtiaKfimtions (i.e. the twenty-six ri^s as belonging to each of the two animals 
separately), we shall modify the ending denoting Number — ^using the words 
‘ Sadvinishaii ’ etayorvanhrayah ’ [‘ The ribs of these two animals are two 
twenty -sixes 

Objection — ‘If the form used is SadvimsJmtV in the dual, then tlie 
noun ‘ ribs ’ {nankrayah’) should- not have the Nominative ending [the 
Geni|ive being the proper ending in that case]. 

“ Answer — ^When the substance qualified bj^' twenty-six is what is meant 
to be emphasised, tiien alone is this particular number uttered for the 
purpose of qualifying (and characterising) it ; and in that case even the 
Nominative case-ending can serve to specify the number by indirect indica- 
tion ; aa we find in the case of the expression ‘ Indrdgnl demid ’ [‘ The two 
deities Indra and Agni’^h in this latter expression, when what is meant 
to be emphasised ia that quality which is denoted by the root '‘div^ {to 
lord over ; from which the term ‘ devatd ’ is derived), — then in that ease, 
the term ‘ indrdgnl' qualifies the term in the singular form, (‘ devatd ’). It 
is on tliis ground that we have such expi’essions as — ‘ Panckapanchdshatah 
trvfiah samvaisard^, pancfutpaUchashatafy panchadashdh, panchapanchdshatah 
saptodasTidTi ; pafichapaiichdshatah ekavvmshdh ’ ; where the term expressive 
of number is qualified by the word ’'trvrtaJi' (Singular) through indirect 
indication. Just as we have in the sentence ^D^mdatta-yajnadatta-vismnn- 
irdh parsat' [where the singular word ‘parsai ’ qualifies the plural noun 
‘ devadattayaj'mdattavifniimitrdh ’] ;■ — in the same manner, we would liave 
the form ^ 8 addimshail mnkrayah' [‘Two-twenty-six ribs’]. — In this way 
we sliall avoid modification and yet have the term ‘ 8edvimsha ’ (‘ twenty- 
six ’) applicable to the ‘ Ribs 

SUTRA (13). 

[Refutation of Purvapaksa (C)]— But in that case, the number 

WOULD BE THE PBEDOMINAHT FACTOR; WHILE IN 
REALITY IT IS THE RiBS THAT CONSTITUTE THE 
PRSDOMmANT FACTOR. 

Bhdsya. 

It is true that the expression vankrayah' would be 

possible; but such an assertion would make the Number *( twenty-six) the 



ADHYAYA IX, PiDik IF, ADHIKABANA 'Ci), 1595 

' ■ ■ ^ “ V"' 

predonMixant factor j— -what would be meant to be emphasised in tMa (»S0 
would be the quality ‘ twenty -six % and the ‘ Bibs ’ would be taken as spoken 
of only for defining that quality. As a . matter of fact, however, it is the 
Ribs that occupy the predoraihant place at the Primary Sacrifice,- — not the 
number (twenty-six) ; as has been made clear in Sutras 7 and 8 above.— 
Thus then, the suggested form of the words, if adopted, would not be in, 
keeping with that used at the Primary Sacrifice; and thi.s wotdd militate 
agamst the General Law itself.— Hence the right course should be to modify 
the term by summation, 

St?TRA (14). 

Rtietker, the suggested form also' would not be. exactly what 

OOOUBS IN THE ¥e.DIC TEXT ; AND YET (iF THE CHANGE WEBB 

NOT made) all the Ribs concebned would ■. 

NOT BE SPOKEN OF. 

, BMsya, 

In the view just aiiggested (Purvapaksa (J) the whole expression would 
not be precisely as found in the Vedie texfc ; as it would involva thia use of 
the words ‘ ’ (in the case of two animals) and ' t^advimshatayah * 

(in the case of more than two animals). — If, on the oihor liand, the .Oual 
or the Phiral forms were not used, on the grqund that they dro not 
scriptural, — then all the Ribs would not be spoken of in their entirety. 

. SUTRA (15). 

[POBVAPAK^A (I))] — “ In fact, thebe should be REPETmON, 

WITHOUT ANY MODIFICATION.” 

BM§ya. 

The term ‘ vd’ (‘in fact ’) sets aside the view sot forth in the foregoing 
Sutras. 

“ The term should not be used in, its collective form, by summation ; 
there should be repetition of the term ; tliis would involve no modification ; 
so that both the scriptural text and the General Law would be duly 
honoured, and what would be done would be in strict aoeordanee with the 
scriptures ; — only the word would have to be repeated ; and by tliis all 
the ribs concerned would come to be spoken of in their entirety.” 

StTRA (16). 

[Final Siddhanta] — Verily in that case the Animal would become 

THE PREDOMINANT FACTOR, .AS THE REPETITION WOULD BE 
DUE TO THAT. — ^FeOM ALL THIS WE CONCLUDE THAT 
THERE SHOULD BE SUMMATION. 



The term ‘ to ’ (‘ Verily ’) introduces the final conclusion. 

The view just set forth is not right; the term should be used after 
sximmation. 
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Under the view set forth (as Piirvapaksa D), it woxild be the Animal 
that would come to be spoken of as the predominant factor ; — the form 
proposed is ‘ Sadvimshatih Sadvimshatify vankrayah ’ ; — as there is no 
animal which has not got ‘ twenty-six ribs the use of the expression could 
only imply that what is meant to be emphasised is the number {Two) 
connected with the animals ; — and yet at the Primary Sacrifice, it is not 
this connection of the Number with the Animal that is meant to be em- 
phasised ; — it has been already explained that what is meant to be 
emphasised at the Primary Sacrifice is the exact number of the Bibs and 
it is the same that is indicated by the General Law as to be done at the 
Modificatory Sacrifice in question. — For tliis reason it is clear that there 
should be no repetition of the term, which would be due only to Animals. — 
Prom all this it follows that the Ribs should be spoken of collectively after 
summation [i.e. the term used should be one expressing the total number 
of Ribs' concerned ; viz. ‘ fifty- two ’ in the case of two animals, ‘ seventy - 
eight ’ in the case of three and so forth]. 



Adhikaeana (2): 

[In the exact interpretation of SiUraa 17-21, there is a difference of opinion 
between the Bhmya and Ma^ana-Mrika on the one hand and the Vdrtika and 
its followers on the other. Says the Shdatradipikd — ‘ The BTiasyakam has explained 
the five SUtraa beginning with Su. 17 as one Adhikarav^, wdiile the Vdrtikakara has 
asserted that Su. 17 should be separated as a distinct Adhikarapa, serving the pur- 
pose of introducing the next Adhikarana ’.—The Bhdffadipika has a similar remark. 
— ^The editor of the Bhd^a has followed the interpretation of the Nydycmdld^ and has 
thus upset the whole purport of the Bhd§ya itself. The translation adopts air 
interpretation of the Sutras on the. basis of the Ma^dana-kdrikd, and it is at variance 
with the Vartika and all the later commentators. There is not much difference in 
the net result, as will be clear later on, below.] 

At the Ashvamedha, in connection with the ^ Savanlya 
Horse \ there should he option in regard to the 
form of the Mantra. 

SUTRA (17). 

[PCfBVAPAKSA] — “ Of the Horse, there are thirty-foer spoken of 

ON THE BASIS OF THIS DECLARATION, THIS PECULIAR FORM 
SHOULD THEREFORE BE ADOPTED.” 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the Aehvamedha sacrifice ; at this there is the ‘ Samniya * 
animal, in the shape of the Horse, as also the Hornless Goat and the Ox- 
deer. — In connection with the Primary Agnl^otmya Arnmahaacarifim, there 
is the Mantra-declaration ^ ^advims?iatirasya mnkrayah' [‘This has 26 
Ribs ’] ; — ^under the General Law this Mantra comes to be regarded as to 
be nsed at the aforesaid Samniya (Horae, etc.) ; — but the Horse has Bi Ribs, 
while the Hornless Goat and the Ox-deer have 26 each. — ^Then there is the 

Bk verse — ‘ Ohatustphshad mjinp d^mhandhoh vishasta ' [where the 

Horse is spoken of as having 34 Ribs]. 

In regard to all this, there arises the question. — ^In what form is the 
Mantra to be nsed at the Savaniyd of the AahmmidJia ? — Should the peculiar 
trait (of having 34 Ribs) be separately emphasised in connection with the 
Horse, while of the Hornless Goat and the Ox-deer, the Ribs should be 
summed up and spoken of by the total number [i.e, twenty-six of the 
Hornless Goat plus the twenty -six of the Ox-deer’] ? Or should the Ribs 
of all the three animals bo summed Up and spoken of by the total number 
[i.e ‘ eighty-six ’] ? 

On this question, the Purmpak§a vieiw is as follows : — “The Horse has 
34 Ribs ; therefore this peculiar trait should be separately mentioned in the 
Momtra. Why ? — ^Because of the declotrsHlion ; i,e. the statement made in the 
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J^Ic-vetse — ^ Glmti 4 §trims}iad vajino devahandhoh ' — ^would aerve a iiseftil piir- 
po.S0 only if i-hin peeu]i5jt“ trait -wore oinpbasised ; otlierv/ise tlio fttatemeiir 
would be outirely xiselesa. Heace the oonekision is that in rcigard to the 
Horse, tiie pectdiar trait must be mentioaed sejearatoly.'* 

■ SUTRA (18). 

[Ref ui<if.;aj- of prinmjMlcm]— WiiAT IS actually used at the Pshvliey 
SaCKIFIGB rejects the said PEGULIAE- trait ; BECAUSE IT 
IS J^XPBESSED BY THE TERM * THIBTY-EOUR 

Bliasya. 

Wtmt is itciwiUy tised at the Privmry Sacrifice- rejects the mid peculiar 
trait — i.e. tiie statement to be made should be exactly that wMeh has 
been made at the Prhnaxy Sacrifice. — How so ? — Because there is the 
injunction that^™' Om should not speah of thirty-four} one should speak of 
twenty-six itself ’ ; and this injunction clearly precludes the mention, of the 
number 34., since it is expressed by the term ‘ thh’ty-fotn ’ the use of wliich 
is forbidden. Thus, inasmuch as it is forbidden, the separate mention of 
the peculiar trait (that it has 34 Ribs) cannot be made; and what can be 
mentioned is only the sum total of the ribs of all the three animals. 

Says iiiG) Pilrvapah?in — “ Even though the injunction that ‘ one should 
speak of twenfy-sisr itself* precludes the separate mention of the peculiar 
trait, yet this separate mention should be made,” 

We say^ — No. This declaration does not actually enjoin the use of the 
term ‘ twenty-six ’ ; what it does is only to reiterate what is already known 
(through the General Law, which transfers the details of the Primary to the 
Modificatory Sacrifice). — “ How do you know that ? ” — ^We gather it from the 
use of the term ‘ Spa ‘ itself ’ ; this term' ‘ em ’ is used only in connection 
with what is, already known, — ^And what is already known as to be done 
is not the use of the term ‘twenty -six’, but the mention of the number 
twerUy-six t this is what has been done at the Primary Sacrifice; and this 
is what is indicated as to be done in the case in question ;■ — and as this 
number was indicated at the Primary by means of the term ‘ twenty-six % 
in the present case also, the same term is used for indicating that' same 
number; — If the declaration quoted were taken as mfoining the mention 
of the number twenty-six, then two things would come to be enjoined by it 
— (1) the prohibition of the number 34 and (2) the mention of the number 
20 ; — and this would involve a syntactical split ; which would mean that the 
declaration would cease to be one syntactical whole.— “What is this 
syntactical whole ? ” — ^It consists of mutual reliance (between the two clauses) 
— ‘ One should not mention thirty-four, — ^he should mention twenty -six ’ ; 
"^this sentence is one syntactical whole expressing the idea that ‘ as 34 is 
forbidden, 26 should be mentioned ’ ; and as this is already known (that of 
two possible numbers, one being forbidden, the other should be mentioned), 
all tlmt the statement can be taken to mean is that it eulogises the Prohibi- 
tion ; — thus it is that it becomes one syntactical whole. This would not be 
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possible if it were taken, as actually enjoiniug , the number . .fitjd so long 
as a sentence can, be^ taken as expressing one single idea, it cannot be right 
to take it as expressing several ideas. As tins ai’^.ys involves the ftssnmp- 
tion of many transcendental factors.-^From all this it follows ihat the words 
should be used exactly as they are indicated (by the form used at th© 
Primary Sacrifice). 

SUTRA (19). 

{Purm^hsin’s amwer to Sutra 18] — “ There is the Rk-vebse 

AOTHALLY FOUHD IN THE VeDIC TEXT ; .AND THE ONLY 
.REASONABLE COURSE IS.mAT THERE SHOULD BB 
NO WAVBRINO.” 

BMsya. 

'‘ The p.k~mrae~ Chutustrimshad vtijim devrdtandhoh, eleS — ih aetmlfy 
found in the Vedio text (where, in connection with the Horse, the ninnl)er 34 
is clearly spoken of) ; — at the same time, the motitiou of M lias been for- 
bidden (in the text ‘ Na chatuMmhshadUi bruydt) ;- '-uBdor the eiroumstances, 
th© peculiar trait of the Horse must be separately mentioned. As it. is only 
thus that a definite course would htv adopted and there w ould be no wavering 
(between the two contending texts) ; and it is only right that there should 
be no wavering. If the two courses were treated as optional alternatives, 
then the two texts would become eontradicfceii by one another: i.e. if the 
number is jcaeiitio.ued, then the Prohibition is xiofc followed, — and if the num'ber 
is not mentioned, the injunction of its mention is not followed. — ^i’roia all 
tins it follows that there should be a separate mention of the peculiar 
of the Horse.” ' ■ . 


I 

If" c 
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SDTEA (20). 

[Purm^lcsm's aTW-mer condude(ll~d‘* On the basis op the text, thbr® 

■ WOTOD BE A MODH'XCATION OE .THE WORD IN THE Rk-VEBS® ; 

. AS IN THE CASE OF THE WOBD ‘ AIEA 

BJidsya. 

“ It has been argued that the Rk-verse has been forbidden. But that 
is not so ; all tliat is, necessitated by the text is that there slumlcl be 3:ni!Kiifica“ 
? ion of the word in the verse. The text says — ‘ One should not mention 34» 
he should mention 26 ’ ; here the word ‘ 34 ’ is forbidden diractiy by the 
text, while it is only by indirect implication tbat the verse is forbidden ; — 
and when there is conflict between Direct Assertion and Indirect Implication, 
th© most reasonable course is to acxjept th© former. Hence w© ooaelude 
that there should be separate mention of the peculiar trait of the Horse 
[by means of the verse; only the word ‘ thirty -four ’ being changed into 
‘ twenty-six 
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SUTRA (21). 

[SiDDHANTA]— In reality, a:HEBE IS PROHIBITION OF THE WHOLE 

VERSE ; AS THERE WOULD BE NO CONNECTION WITH THE WORD. 

Ehdsya, 

In fact, the prohibition h of the whole verse, not only of the word 
« 34 ». — “ Why so ? ” — -As there would he no connect ion with the word,—~i.ei. 
the verse would have no connection -with the word ‘thirty-four’; and in 
the absence of this word, tiio r:- t of the verse could not express the number 
of B-ibs. — ^If the rest of ihe e were connected with the word ‘ twenty- 
six — ^even so it would not express the number of Ribs of the Horse (which 
has 34, not 26, Ribs); f;o iW<-t the statement would n.ot serve any visible 
purpose. The sentence, th(i.s being wanting in a necessary word, could not 
serve any useful purpost; ; spec ii illy as the uttering of a delective sentence 
has been declared to lead to e\dl consequences-—' If a Mantra is defective, 
either in accent or in syllable, it is wrongly uttered and expresses not the 
intended meaning ; it becomes a verbal thunderbolt and strikes the sacrificer ; 
as happened in the case of the word ‘ indrashairu through wrong accentua- 
tion ’.—Further in^this case, the word ‘ thirty -four ’ would become absolutely 
useless. 

From all this we conclude tliat — (a) the words used should be expressive 
of the sum total of the Bibs of all the three animals ; — and (5) aa the use 
of the J^k-verse has been enjoined by another injunction, there should be a 
separate mention of the peculiar trait of the Horse [i.e. the two forms of 
words should be treated as optional alternatives]. [The two options being 
—(a) ‘Thirty-four Bibs (of the Horse) and Fifty-two (of the other two animals), 
— (6) ‘ Eighty-six Ribs of all the three animals together’,] 


[The explanation of Sutras 17—21, in accordance with the Vdrtika axid its 
followers has been clearly stated in the Shastradipikd ; it ixxay be thus summed up ; 
—SiUra 17 seta forth the Siddhdnta view that there should be option in the present 
case. That the text ‘ one should not merOion 34, he should mention 26 ’ prohibits 
the entire verse referring specificaiUy ^to the Horse is going to be established in the 
following Adhikarana consisting of Sutras 18-21 ; — ^what is considered under the 
present Adhikarava (Su. 17) is the question — should we always use the words 
exactly as they are used at the Primary Sacrifice — or should the specific verse 
speaking of the peculiar trait of the Horse be also treated as an optional alterna- 
tive, — even though it has bean prohibited? — The Piirvapakm view is that, “On 
the strength of the direct (prohibitive) declaration, the Mantra used should be 
exactly as used at the Prinxary Sacrifice ”, — ^The Siddhdnta is that what is laid 
down in the sentence ‘ one should not mention 34 ’ is the prohibition of the 
mention of 34; and this prohibition, implies the possibility of using what is pro- 
hibited ; — this possibility must be based upon scripture and on the basis of this 
assumed text indicating the possibility of the use of the words speaking of the 
peculiar trait of the Horae,— we take it that the use of these words also is 
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yennissibl©, aad heoice .shctuld be regarded as aii. optional alternative. (Tte is 
i;h© sani© ae the final SiMMnUi deduced by the BM^a from all the five 8&rm 
17-21.) — ^The next four SHiras 18-21, according to the Sitaairadvpika, foKn » 
■distinet Adhikaravta leading to the SiddhS/nia that there should be the foiiowiag 
optaons — (o) ‘Thirty-four Ribs (of the Horae) and 62 (of the other two). Mid (b) 
‘ Eighty -six of si! three ’ (34 of the Horse, 26 of each of the other two).] 



Abhikarana (3) : In connection with the ‘ Agnisomiya- 
Animal-Sacrifice \ the term ' uruJca ’ stands for 
the Fat. 

SUTRA (22). 

By season oe the pboximity of the Vani^th (Rbottjm), it is the 
Fat that should be taken as denoted by the teem 
‘ Ub^ka 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, there is the Agn^omlya'-Aninml-^ 
Sacrifice \ at which the following words are used in the Adhrigu-Mantra - — 

‘ Yani^i/uvmsya md rdvista urukani manyamdnah^ [‘ Do not out out its rec- 
tum, thinking it to be uruka ’]. 

In regard to the term ‘ uruka ’ as used here, there arises the following 
question — ^Does the sentence mean ‘ Do not cut out the rectum, thinking it 
to be uluka, i.e. an owl ’ ? Or * Do not cut out the rectitm, thinking it to 
be Fat ’ ? 

On this question, ihe PurvaTgaksa view is as follows : — “ The meaning is 
‘ thinking the Rectum to be an owl — ‘ But how can the term uruka signify' 
the uluka (owl) ? ’ — ^It does so because the letters ‘ ra ’ and * la ’ are similar ; 
a,s we have sixch optional forms as ''parya'nka — palyanka\-‘ romani — lomdnV, 

‘ angurih — angulih ’ ; — and also because the Rectum really resembles the 
owL On the other hand, the term ‘ uruka ’ is never found to be expressive 
of Fat.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — ^It is the 
Fat that should be taken as expressed by the term ‘ uruka ’ ; the idea 
expressed is ‘ Do not cut out the rectum, thinking it to be Fat ’ ; this idea, 
as thus expressed, serves a distinctly useful purpose j as by reason of the 
proximity of the Rectum, it is quite possible for it to be mistaken for Fat 
and out out ; — and by preventing this possible contingency, the sentence 
serves a visible purpose. It does not mean that the Rectum is not to be 
cut out at, all ; what is meant is that at the time of the cutting put of the 
Fat, the Rectum should not be cut put under the misapprehension that it 
is Fat. Under the other view, the prohibition ‘ Do not cut out of the 
Rectum ’ would be meaningless, when as a matter of fact, the Rectum has 
got to be cut out *, and the mention of the similarity to the owl would have 
to be taken as serving some transcendental purpose. — ‘ But, as a matter 
of fact, the term uruka is ne^er used in the sense of Fat, — how could it 
denote the Fat ? ’ — "-Etymologically, the term ‘ uruka ’ signifies 
large ; as is found in such expressions as * uru rdjdnganam ’ [‘ The royal 
courtyard is large’], ^Uru taiUMngayam' {‘The court of the Tailika is 
large’] ; as also in such Vedio sentences as — ‘ Uru hi raja varunashchakdra. 
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etc.\~~‘ Um in§tyo vikramaam ’ fin all of which oases ‘ uru ’ stands for ‘ large ’]. 
•— Similarly in the case in question it signifies * large * ; — ^then again, the 
term '‘Kasha'' is known to be denotative of marrow % as we find in such 
expressions as * Kaahavdhino rathdh which means that ‘ the ehariote pass , 
through marrow ’ j — ^the term ‘ Ka ’ is a part of the word ‘ Kasha % and as 
such it brings about the notion of the whole of which it forms part ; so that 
the term ‘ uruha ’ is found to be a compound word {uru-ka) standing fox* 

‘ large marrow and denoting the large Vwm/p of Fat full of marrow ; the 
meaning of the sentence in question thus comes to be — ‘ Do not cut out 
the Rectum which is near the Rat, thinking it to be a large himp of Rat 
Thus it becomes established that the term ‘ uruha ’ signifies Fat. 

Qumtkm — “ What is the use of this Adhikaratja, 1" 

Amwer — If what is meant is the Rectum itself which is'spoken of as 
rotembling the owl {wrdha), — then, when the words come to be used at a 
sacrifice with two or more animals, there would be no modification in the 
word * wHJcam % which comes in only as a standard of comparison ; — ^if, 
on the other hand, the term ‘ uruM ’ stands for Fat-lump, then both the 
terms * wm ’ and * ka ’ should have to be modified into ‘ urU-ke ’ (in the 
case of two animals) and * uruij.i-k3m ’ (in the case of more than two animals) ; 
or into and ' urukdiyi*, if the term 'uruha* is taken as a 

compound. 



Abhikabana (4): In the ^ Adhrigu^-M antra \ the term 
‘ frashasd ’ occurring in the expression ‘ prashasd 
hdhu \ stands for ^ prashamsd ’ [Praise). 

SUTRA (23). 

[PesvAPASSA] — “T he word ‘pbashasI’ denotes the 

SWOBD.” 

Ehdsya. 

In the same Adhriqu-Mantra that w© have been dealing with, we find 
the expression ‘ pmshasd bdM 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^In the sentence ‘ prashasd 
baM kr^aidt % is ‘ prashasd ’ a word with the Instrumental Ending, the 
meaning of the sentence being ‘ The two arms should be taken out by means 
of the Prashas' ? — Or 'prashasd' is a word with the Accusative Ending, 
the ending being turned into the form of ‘ d — and the meaning of the 
sentence is ‘ The two excellent arms should be cut out ’ ? 

On this question, the Purvapahsa is as follows: — “ The word 'prashasd' 
denotes ike sword ; the term ‘ Shdsa ' is well knowm as denoting the sword ; 
this is what has been referred to in the following Vedio-text — ‘ Dasha- 
pratfdjdni^tvd aha shdsaradhareti asim vai shdsamddhok^ato ' Having per- 
formed the ten Praydja sacrifices, he adye Bring the Shdsci ; it is the sword 
that is called Shdsa ’]. — ^A mere praise of the arms (as ‘ excellent *) would 
fi»rve no useful purpose ; as the only idea possible would be that ‘ the 
excellent arms bring about some transcendental result’, and this would 
involve the assumption that the arms are deities indicated by the words 
of the Mantra ; — and this would be highly improper ; specially when another 
explanation is possible. — ^In support of this other explanation we have the 
following passage which occurs in the section dealing with the story of 
ShunaliahSpa — ‘ Atastvdmagnim shdsahastam skdsena mshasamimt na 
mutsaM'. —From all this it is clear that the 'prashasd' stands for 'asina'i 
' by the s^yord 

SUTRA (24). 

[SIDDHANTA] — ^In fact, it signifies the PBAISB OF THE ABMS. 



In fact, the word in question signifies the praise of the arms ; the 
sentence ‘ Prashasd hdhu hpyutdi ' meaning ‘ the two excellent arms should 
be cut out ’ ; in this sense, the term * prashasd ' serves a distinctly useful 
purpose ; the ‘ excellence ’ of the arms consists in their entirety ; hence the 
sentence means that ‘ one should take out the whole of the two arms ’ ; 
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1.6. ‘the two arms shoiaid be wholly taken out’. — blinder the P^rvapah^ 
view, the aims would be taken out by meaiw of the Svtidhiti (as they actually 
are), while the word uttered would be one signifying the sword; or the 
sentence would be laying down a deity indicated by the Muntra j — and 
lastly, the arms should have to be cut out with the sword j — all this would be 
highly improper, when the weapon actually enjoined for the purpose is the 
Smdhiti.—'Eov can it be said that the arms (fore-legs) are not sxcdhni 
or praiseworthy; as it is on those tlmt the animal, walks ; and it is by 
bending and resting on them that it eats the Shami and the Kanra . — ^From 
all this it follows that the term ‘prashasd^ denotes the praise of the arms. 

“ What is the use of this Adhikara^a ? ” . 
i At the AahvamMha there are a hundred silver .swords with green 
scabbards ; according to the Purvapak^a, in this case the form “prashasd ^ 
(lastromental Singular) would have to be modified (into the Phual form, 
to be in keeping with the large number of swords) ;■ — ^wMle according to th® 
Siddhdnta) the modification (if any) would be in keeping with the number 
of arms concerned. 



ADHiKABA3yA (5) : In the . . expression ‘ Shyenamasya mh- 
sah\ etc,, the terms Shymm’ and the rest denote 
' entirety \ 

StJTRA (25). 

[PUEVJJPAitSA] — “ By beason or the proximity or what is well 

KHOWN, THli: TERMS ‘ ShYEHA ‘ ShAIA ‘ KaSIiYAPA 

‘Kavasa’, and ‘SrSbapaena’ shoxtld be 

AS DENOTING THE SHAPE.” 

Bhdsya, 

In. tho same ‘ Adhrigu-M antra ' that wo have been discussing, there 
occur the following words — Shymamasya vaJc§ah krnuldtt Skala do§axtl, 
Kashyapevdmaau, Kava^ru, Srehaparridsthtmntah^ [‘One should mak-e the 
chest of the animal a kite, etc. etc. ’]. 

In regard to these words (‘Shyena\ " 8hala\ etc,), there arises the 
question — Do they signify the shape [the meaning being that ‘ the chest 
should be txxrned into the shape of the kite ’ and so forth] ? — Or do they 
signify entirety [the meaning being that ‘ the chest should be kept entire ’ 
and so forth] ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows ; — “ By reason of 
Bie proximity of what is well known, the term should be taken as denoting the 
shape 5 — as a rule, in ordinary practice when sometliing is asserted as to 
be made, — and this assertion is in proximity to %vhat is well Imown, it is 
always understood as standing for the shape (of that well-known thing ) ; 
e.g. in such expressions as — ‘ Make lions of this lump of flour ‘ Make 
girdles of the fibre of the Arjuna-plant it is tmderstood that the term 
‘ lion ’ stends for the shape of the Lion, and the term ‘ girdle ’ stands for 
the shape of the girdle. Similarly the sentences in question should mean — 
‘ The chest should be turned into the shape of the kite, — ^the arms should 
be turned into the shape of the porcupine, — ^the shoulders should be turned 
into the shape of the tortoise, — ^the thighs should be turned into the shape 
of a shield, — ^the knee-bones should be turned into the shape of the leaf 
of the Karamra-plant 

SUTRA (26). 

[Siddhanta] — In pact, it is " entirety ’ that is signified, as it 

IS ALREADY LIKE THAT. 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘m’ (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
\bove. : 
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It is not true that the terms in question signify shape ; what is meant 
to be expressed is the taking out of the entvre limb ; and as a matter of fact, 
when the limbs mentioned are taken out in their entirety, they actually have 
the shape of the things mentionedj- So that when it is said ‘ Make these 
limbs such as to have the shape of the kite, etc.’, what is understood to bo 
meant is ‘take out the limbs in their entirety^ ; such an injunction, even 
though got at by indirect indication, comes to serve a perceptible purpose ; 
because the use to which the limbs are going to be put is such as can be 
fulfilled only when they are taken out in their entirety ; that is to say, when 
each of these limbs is taken out as a whole, then alone is it possible to make 
an offering of that limb. Otherwise (according to the Purmpak^ view) 
what would be offered would be the Itimp of flesh ;of that particular shape 
(not that particular limb). — ^From tins it follows that the words should be 
taken as signifying enttreij/. 

SUTRA (27). 

Also ESOAtrsE the ‘ ADHBiair-M^TRA ’ is meaht bob that 

PUBPOSE. 

BMsya. 

The AdhritfU'numira also is for the purpose of the extracting of the 
limbs, — that is, it is meant to serve the purpose of accomplishing the 
extracting of the limbs in their enikePy. — “ How so ? ” — It contains the 
words — Qdkam g&tmnmsySmmann knyutat ’ [‘ See that each of its limbs 
remains intact’]. — ^bVom this also it is clear that the terms ‘ShySna' and 
the rest signify the extracting of the limbs in their entirety. 

The purpose served by the discussion is as already explained; [i.e. 
according to the Purmpaksa, the term ‘ >Shyenam ’ in the singular form 
would have to be modified- into the Dual or Plural forms in the ease of there 
being two or more animals ; wliile according to the SMdhanta, no such 
modification should be necessary, as the term ‘ entirety ’ is a generic term 
and as sxioh is equally applicable to one or more animals]. 



Abhikabaija (6) : The expiatory sacrifice ' JyotismaM^ is-- 
not to he performed on the extinguishing of the Fire 
taken out for the Darsha-sacrifice, 

S0TRA ( 28 ). 

Thebe is to be no expiation in connection mTH what is accidental 

BEOAtrSB IT IS BOB ANOTHER PURPOSE, — ^IT HA^^ING BEEN 
PRESCRIBED EOB THAT PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Agnihotra laid down in the text — ‘Knowing tins, if one 
performs the Agnihotra, etc. ’ ; in connection with tlus, it is declared — ‘If the 
Fire taken ont should become extinguished before the 4gm7io^m -libation 
has been offered, one should offer the cake baked upon eight pans to Agni- 
Jyoti§rmt ’• 

[Every day, Fire is taken out of the Odrhapatga-hearth and placed in the 
Ahavamya hearth, for the purpose of offering the Agriiliotra-Iibations. If the 
Fire thus taken out goes out before these libations have been offered, then the 
man should make the said offering to Agni-Jyotismat ; this is an expiatory rite.] 

In this connection the question that arises is — Should, or should not, 
this expiatory Jyoti^rmtl sacrifice be performed when the Fire that goes out 
before the offering of the Agnihotra-lihations is the one that has been taken 
out for the offering of the Dareha, or the Paurnamasa sacrifice [and not the 
one that had been taken for the offering of the Agnihotra'} ? 

On this qixestion, the Furvapaksa view is as follows : — “ The expiatory 
sacrifice must be perf ormed in the said case. — ^Why ? — ^Because when the con- 
dition is there, that which is conditional upon that condition must come in. 
The only condition laid down for the performance of the Jyoti^iatl sacrifice 
is that the Fire taken out should go out before the Agnihotra-Ubations. have been 
offered ; hence [when this condition is there, as it is in. the case in question] 
the sacrifice must be performed. Kor is there any word to the effect that 
‘ the sacrifice’ should be performed only on the going out of the Fire that has 
been taken out for the purpose of the Agnihotra \ For this reason also, the 
sacrifice should be performed in the case in question.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — In connection 
unth what is accidental, — i.e. in connection with the going out of the Fire 
referred to above, — 'the expiation should not be performed ; — ^because in 
that case the taking out of the Fire has been for another purpose, — i.e. for 
the purpose of the Darsha and Purnamdsa sacrifices ; — ^while the expiation 
- has been laid down in connection with the going out of that Fire which has 
been taken out fdr the purpose of the Agnihotra-offering. — Hence it follows 
j that the Expiation should not be performed in the case in question. 

Says the Opponent — “ We have already pointed out that there is no 
■ other word in the text to show that the expiation is to be performed on the 
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oing out of only that Fire which has been taken out for the purpose of 
^ihe Agnihotra-offering.” 

Answer — Though there is no such word in the text, yet it is understood 
that the expiation has been laid down only in connection with the going out 
of that Fire which has been taken out for the purposes of the Agnihotra.— 
“ How so ? ” — ^It is so understood because the Expiation has been laid down 
under the context of the Agnihotra ; from the fact of its having been laid 
down in the context of the Agnihotra, it follows that it is helpful at this 
latter. 

“ But the taking ovi of the Fire is not qualified by AgmAoira ; — every- 
thing is done for its own sake, not for the sake of the qualification of 
k)TO0thing else.” 

Ansioer — The Expiation that is lajd down is in relation to the Fire, 
not in relation to the going oui. 

Question — “ What if it is so ? ” 

Anstmr — it were in relation to the going out, theti, inasmuch as the 
going out is not a part of the sacrifice, the Expiation could not be held to 
iae for the purpose of the going out ; in fact, it is related to the Agnihotra 
as its purpose, which forms the subject-matter of the Context. When it is 
related to the Fire, — ^inasmuch as the Fire is a subsidiary detail of the 
sacrifice, — it is through that Fire that the Expiation becomes connected 
with its purpose. Such being the case, the Fire, thus taken oirt, is said to 
liave ‘gone out’ {‘extinguished’) if it fails to accomplish that purpose. 
Thus the accomplishment of the Agnihotra is the purpose to be served by 
that Taking out of the Fire which is done for the sake of Agnihotra ; and the 
accomplishment of the Darsha-Futruxmdsa is the purpose to be served by 
the Taking out of the Fire which is done for the sake of the Darsha- 
Piir^mdsa . — ^When the Fire that has been taken out goes out, it becomes 
incapable of accomplishing its purpose ; and by means of the prescribed 
Expiation, it regains its capacity to accomplish that purpose. Thus it is 
that by making the Fire so capable, the Expiation helps the performance 
of the Agnihotra. On the other hand, when the Fire had been taken out 
for the .sake of the Darsha-Furrumdsa, — ^if the Expiation renders that fire 
capable, it does not in any way help the Agnihotra ; it is only when the Fire 
had been taken o\it for the sake ,of the Agnihotra that by rendering that 
Fire capable, the Expiation helps the Agnihotra. — From all this it follows 
that the Expiation in question is to be performed only when the Fire had 
been taken out for the sake of the 

Question — “ How do you know that the Expiation is se(at<wi to the 
Fire, not to the going out ? That it is related to the ‘ going oufc^‘»a qualified 
by ‘ Fire ’ is directly asserted by the words of Lhe text, while it is by Syntactical 
Connection that it is indicated that it is related to the ‘ Fire ’ as characterised 
by the ‘ going out ’ ; — and as Direct Assertion is more authoritative than 
Syntactical Connection, it follows that the Expiation is related to the 
* going out 

Answer — ^The connection of ‘ going out ’ is unavoidable ; hence it follows 
that no emphasis is intended to be laid upon the phrase * for whom it 
13 
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Bhotild go out ’ ; and there can be no connection with what is not reqthred ; 
as such connection could be accepted only as leading to some transcendental 
result. On the other hand, if the Expiation is related to the ‘ Fire * 
as characterised by * going out % — -the connection comes to be with what is 
actually required ; as it comes to be recognised as to be performed only when 
there is extinguishing of the Fire, and in this case a visible purpose is served. 
Hence it follows that the Expiation is related to the Fire as characterised 
by the ‘ going out — If the Fire that goes out is one that had been taken 
out for the sake of the DarsJia-Pur^masa -, — ^then the Fire that has become 
extinguished is one that is not related to the Agnihotra itself : and as the 
taking out of the Fire was not for the Agnihotra itself, — ^the Expiation in 
question could not be applicable to this case. 

Further, there is an indicative text also, in support of this view. — 
** What is that text ? ” — ^It is in the form of the reference in the words 
‘ He whose Fire is taken out at the Agnihotra ’ . That tins is a reference follows 
from the fact that if it were treated as an injunction, there would be a 
syntactical split. — If the taking out of the Fire is for the purpose of the 
Agnihotra, then with a view to express the idea that * the said purpose has not 
been accomplished ’i it is only right that there should be a .'eference in the 
form of the said words to the fact of ‘ the Agnihotra -libations not having 
been offered — ^From this also it follows that the Expiation is to he per- 
formed only when the Fire going out has been one that had been taken 
out for the purpose of the Agnihotra, 

Qtceation — “ What then should he done in the other case (whei’e the Fire 
taken out for the Darsha-Purnamdsa has gone out) ? ” 

Answer — ^In the case of that going out of the Fire, there should be 
some other Expiation which has not been prescribed with special reference 
to any particular sacrifice. 


Abhikabais’a (7) : The expiatory sacrifice ^ JyotismaM ’ is 
not to be performed on the going out of the ‘ Dhdrya ’ 

Fire. 

SUTRA (29). 

So ALSO IS THE CASE OE THE ‘MAINTAINING’ (OE THE FiEB), 
BECAUSE IT IS FOR ANOTHER TURTOSE. 

Bliafya. 

It has been doHiared that ‘ The Ahavanlya should be maintained by 
{iatauhrl persons’ [i.o. (a) ‘by persona who have attained prosperity’, 
accordmg to Ttmlm-ralw , — ‘ by ( 1 ) the learned Brahmana, (2) the village-chief, 
and (31 the Ksattriya according to an old text]. — There is the Expiation laid 
down in connection, with the going out of the Fire in connection with the 
Agnihotm — ‘ If the Fire taken out should go out before the Agnihotra- 
Hbations have been offered, one .should offer a cake baked on eight pans 
to Agni-Jyotismit 

In regard to this there arises the following question — When this 

* Dhdrya- Agni ’ (Fire to be Maintained) goes out, should the said Expiation 
foe performed or not ? 

On this question, the Purmpakm view is as follows : — “ The Expiation 
mxist be performed, as tlio condition precedent is present ; the only condition 
precedent is that the Fire taken out for the Agnihotra should go out ; and 
this condition wholly present in the case in question; — hence the 
Expiation mTist be performed. Objection — The Fire that has gone 
out in this case is one that had been taken, out for the purpose of 
all (sacrificial) acts, not for the purpose of the Agnihotra only -Mw.9wer-— If 
it is for the purpose of all acts, then, as being for the purpose of the 
whole lot of acts, its being for the purpose of one of tho.se acts (i.e, 
the Agnihotra) cannot be denied ; it is only when a thing is for the purpose 
of every one individual of the lot, that it can be said to be for the sake of 
the whole lot of them ; so that even though it might be used at all the acts, 
it would be used at the Agnihotra also, — ^As a matter of fact, however, the 
Fire in question is not for the pxirpose of the whole lot of acts ; for the simple 
reason that no such lot of acts having been enjoined, there could be no need 
for the fulfilment of which such Fire and such other accessories would be 
required it is each individual act that needs the taking end of ike Fire. 
Thus, even 'though the Fire might be used at all acts, it would be one that is 
used at the Agnihotra also ; — from which it follows that the expiation due 
on the going out of the Fire .should be performed. In fact, such rites as 

* paryuksaipx ’ (Be.sprinkling), ‘ Parisamukam * (* Encircling' with water ’), 
‘ Tri^pachaya ’ (* Spreading out of the grass ’) are performed day by day, 
in connection with the Dhdrya Fire ; — and in the same manner, the Expiation 
in question .should also be performed.** 
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In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — In the case 
of the ‘ maintaining ^ of the JPirelhy the *' Qatashri' persons, the Expiation 
due to the going oiit of the Mre should not be performed. — “ Why ? ” — 
Became it ia for another purpose ; that is, at the time that the performer is- 
‘ Gatashri \ the taking out of the Fire is not done for the purpose of Agnihotra 
in fact, the Fire is taken out for some one purpose and it is ‘ maintained ’ 
for all acts ; the ‘ taking out ’ of the Fire is always for the purpose of some 
one act ; it is only the ‘ maintaining ’ that is done for the purpose of all 
acts ; — and there can be no Expiation on' the going out of the Fire which ia 
only ‘ maintained ’ for the purpose of the Agnihotra ; it is to be performed 
only on the going out of the Fire that has been ‘ taken out ’ for the purpose 
of the Agnihotra itself ; — in the case in question, the ‘ taking out ’ is related to- 
some other act, — it being done for the purpose of that act ; and it is only in 
the case of the Fire being actually taken out for the purpose of that act for 
the purpose whereof there is taking out, — ^that the Expiation can be per- 
formed. — From all this it follows that the Expiation should not be performed 
in the case in question. 

8UTRA (30). 

Ik the case of the other rites, thebe would be performakce 
OF them, because they are for the purpose of 
'the act. 



It Iras been argued (by the Purvapaksin) that — “ Just as the rites of 
Paryuk^ana, Pariaamuhana and the like are performed in connection with 
the ‘ Dharga ’ Fire, so should the Expiation also be performed — Our 
answer to this is as follows : — ^It is only right that Pafisamuhana and .the 
other rites are performed ; beeatrse they Ixave been actually enjoined as- 
‘ embellishments ’ (of the Fire) ; and hence, they can be performed, and they 
have not yet fulfilled their purpose ; — ^as for the Taking out of the Fire, 
on the other hand, it has already fulfilled its purpose and, as such, ceased 
(past) ; nor can it be performed, as the place and time of its performance are 
restricted. — -Hence there is no analogy between tfie Rites cited and the 
Expiation in question. 



ADHiKARAisfA (8) : 1% con7iectio7i with the ‘ Darsha ’ 
sacrifice, the ^ Taking out of the Fire is to he 
done without Mantras. 

SUTRA (31). 

A CASE WHERE THE ACT IS PERFORMED DST A FiRE PRODUCED (FOR 

ANOTHER PURPOSE), IT IS NOT USED ; BECAUSE THE OCCASION 
FOB IT HAS NOT ARRIVED. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection, with the ‘ taking out ’ of the Fire at the Agnihotra, the 
following Mantra is used — ‘ FdcM tva hotrd — prdnena udgdtrd, etc. etc.' • 

In regard to this there arises the question — ^When the ‘ taking out ’ 
of the Fire is done for the purpo^s of the Darsha sacrifice, — should this 
Mantra be used or not ? 

.On this question, the Puryapaife^a view is as follows : — “Even when the 
Fire is ixiken out for the Darsha-sacrifice, Agwi^ira-libations are offered; — 
under the circumstances, if this ‘ taking out ’ were done without a Mantra 
the Agnihotra would be performed in a fire taken out without Mantra. Hence 
it follows that the ‘ taking out ’ at the Darsha also should be done with the 
prescribed Mantra. — ^If it be argued that^ — ‘ As it would not be the occasion 
for the Agnihotra, the Talcing aut would be defective and hence cannot 
appertain to the Agnihotra — ^the answer is that that cannot be right ; as 
it is only the factor of occasion (or time) that will have ceased, and the 
‘ Taking out even though defective to that extent, would still be there 
and; appertain to the Agnihotra. Such being the case, the ‘ Taking out ’ of 
the Fire at the Darsha should be done with the MatUra." 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — ^When the 
Fire has been produced for another act, — ^if the Agnihotra is performed in 
that Fire, — in that case the Mantra should not be used. The term ‘ Ghodand ’ 
(in the Sutra) stands for act. That is to say, in such a case, the ‘ Taking 
o\jt ’ will not have been done for the Agnihotra, ~^m.d when the ‘ Taking out ’ 
is related to some other act, naturally there should be no using of the Mantra 
(which has been laid down in connection with that ‘ Taking out ’ which is 
done for the Agnihotra.) 

Says the Opponent — “ It lias been already explained that even though 
defective, the Taking out would be one pertaining to the Agnihotra ; certainly 
the absence of the secondary factor {of time) cannot mean the apbsence of 
the primary factor.” 

Amiver — Time is not a ‘.secondary factor’; it is the condition or 
occasion, — as has been already explained ; — and if an act is done when the 
is not there, it means that something has been done which has 
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not been enjoined in the Veda. For this reason the ‘ Taking out ’ cannot 
be regearded as appertaining to the Agnihotra ; — and if the ‘ Takiiig out ’ 
does not appertain to the Agnihotra, then, for that very reason, the Manlra 
in question should not be used ; even if it were used, it would be meaning- 
iesa 



Abhibiabana (9): In connection with the ^ Pm-yaniya- 
char%\ the details laid down as appertaining to 
^ what is offered ’ should not he performed. 

SUTRA (32). 

[PuEVAPAKSA — continued] — “ When there is ‘ cooking it is eotod 

TO BE ACTtTAIXY OEPEEED ; HENCE IT SHOULD TAKE IN THE 
DETAILS EELATING TO IT ; BECAUSE THEEE IS 
MIXTUllE, AS IN THE CASE OP ‘ HONEY AND 
WaTEE ’ ; AND BECAUSE IT IS POE 
EATING.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection, with the Jyoti?t.oma, we read — ‘ Adityah praya^lyafy 
payasi charvify ’ [‘ The Prdyaniya-charu cooked in milk dedicated to Adiiya ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Are the details laid down 
as to be performed in coimection with the Milk meant to be offered, — ^to be 
performed in connection with the Milk in which the rice is to be cooked 
(according to the above text) ? — Or not The fact is that if this Milk is 
meunt to be offered, then the said details must be performed ; while if it is 
meant only for the cooking of the Rice, then the details should not be 
performed. — “ Why should there be any doubt on this point ? ” — ^'Ihe 
presence of the Locative Ending (in \payaai') indicates that the milk is 
meant only for the cooking of the Rice ; on the other hand, if the said ending 
is taken as asserting the fact of the Milk being the receptacle of the Bice 
which is related to a Deity, — [and it would be so if the Milk were meant 
only for the cooking], — ^then there would be fear of syntactical split [the 
sentence meaning (a) that ‘the Rice should be offered to the deity Aditya\ 
and (6) that ‘ the Rice .should be cooked in milk That is why there is a 
doubt. 

On the said question, the Purvagxiksa view is as follows : — “ The milk 
is meant to be offered. — -Why ?— Because, if the sentence is taken bo mean — 
(a) that ‘the Rice is to be offered to Aditya' and (6) that ‘it should be 
cooked in milk’, — ^it would enjoin two things and hence there woidd be a 
syntactical split. As a matter of fact, both these ideas are derived from the 
text ; if either one of them is taken as enjoined, the other, even though mt 
enjoined, is comprehended all the same ; and in this ease there is no syntactical 
split, and it is necessary for us to adopt that interpretation wliich does nob 
involve a syntactical split. — ^Now if the fact of the Milk being the receptacle 
of the Rice is taken as enjoined, then the idea of the connection with the 
deity Aditya cannot be understood to be implied by it ; as this latter idea 
has not been expressed anywhere else ; — bn the other hand, if the connection 
with the deity is taken as enjoined, — ^then the very fact of the mention of 
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‘ Bice ’ and ‘ Milk ’ implies that the two things are mixed up and it is this 
mixture that is connected with the deity ; and this nattically leads to the 
conclusion that the has the Milk for its receptacle.— OSyeci jow — ‘ What 
the sentence really speaks of are the Bice and Milk, not the mixture of the 
two — Answer — When the two things are expressed, the very declaration of 
the action implies that they are to be used together, and this implias their being 
mixed ; and as the sentence is one only, the two are taken together. From 
this it is clear that all that is meant to be enjoined is the mere mention of 
the two things ,• as for the relation of container and contained between the 
two things, even though it is implied, it cannot be taken as being enjoined. 
The statement has been made in this special form, with a view to indicate 
the Bice and-Milk as mixed together. — ISTow when the Bice mixed with the 
Milk is offered, the Milk also must become offered. This is what is meant by 
the term '' pradhdnadarshanam ' (‘found to be actually offered ’) (occmring 
in the Sutra). The Locative Ending (in ^ payasi') has been used with a 
view to secure the offering of the Rice as cooked in the Milk. Thus it follows 
that this Milk is ' for Eating \ — ri.o, for the purpose of being offered in 
sacrifice; the term 'bhojana' (‘ Eating’) here signifies the sacrifice, on 
account of similarity. — ^Thus the Milk, being meant for being offered, must 
take in the details that have been prescribed in connection with Milk (to be 
offered).^ — Says the Opponent — ‘ Mere offering does not constitute sacrifice ; 
it is only when the offering is made to a Deity that it becomes a sacrifice \ 
Answer — As a matter of fact, inasmuch as both the substances (Milk and 
Rice) have been mentioned (as to 'be offered to Aditya), both of them as 
mixed together are connected with the Deity,— as in the case of 
‘ Honey and Water ’ ; that is, the present case is exactly like the case of the 
‘ offering to Prajapati ’ which has been laid down as consisting of ‘ Curds, 
Honey, Clarified Butter, Pried grains and Water ’ ; even though in the case 
in question, the Locative Ending has been used to express the idea ; that 
this is so follows from the fact that the seme of the Locative (i.e. Location) 
is not what is meant to be predicated, the mere mention (of the Milk) is 
what is intended. Just as in the case of the assertion ‘ odane dadhi datvd 
abhyavahartavyam ' [‘ One should put curd into the Bice and then eat if 
— ^where we have the liocative ending in 'odane'}, all that is intended is 
the mention of the Bice, and not the fact of its being the receptacle or cow- 
tainer, — so should it be taken to be in the case in question also, — From all 
this it follows that the Milk is for being offered, and hence in connection 
with it one should perform all those details that have been prescribed for 
such Milk a.s is meant to be offered.” 

SUTRA (33). 

[PijRVAPAK§A — continued} — “ The pbohibitioh of certain embellish- 
ments ALSO POINTS TO THE SAME CONCLHSION.” 

Bhdsya. 

“It is only in accordance with the above view that we can explain the 
prohibition (in regard to the offering in que.stion) of some of those embellish- 
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xaents that have been prescribed in comrection with the Milk to he offered ; 
for instance, there are such prohibitions as — (a) ‘ He removes the calves 
-without using the Yajua-Mantra \ (6) ‘ He milks the cow in a vessel without 
:the Pawfm-grass ’ ; — such prohibition would have some sense only if the 
•ombellishments were understood as to be carried out.” 

SUTRA (34), 

[PCbvapaksa — c(mduded]—“ Also bboatjse, when thebe is 

PBOiUBITIOE OF MILK, IT IS AVOIDBD EVEN IN THAT 
(MIXED) FOEM.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ Wherever there is prohibition of milk, it is avoided, by people, even 
4n that form ; i.e. they avoid what has been wetted with milk, as also what 
has been cooked in milk ; — ^this is not a property of the substance used for 
-cooking for instance, tocUer is used for cooking, — and when it is prohibited 
•and oil is drunk, as there is the prohibition that ‘ water should not be 
-drunk % — -one does not drink Bice-grwl or Barley-gruel (beoaxise these contain 
water). — Then again, simply because the milk is avoided even in that mixed 
»form, the mixture is not regarded as ‘ Milk ’ itself ; because the mixture is 
'for the purpose of eating and as milk is treated in ordinary life so should 
it be treated in the case in question ; it is' this argument from similarity that 
has been indicated here.” 

SOTRA (35). 

;[Sn>DHANTA] — It CANNOT TAKE IN THE DETAILS ; BECAUSE THEBE IS 

NO ‘ OFFEBING ’ OF IT ; AS IT HAS BEEN ENJOINED FOB THE 
PURPOSES OF THE ‘ PbANITA ’ VESSEL, AND THEBE CAN BE 
NO ‘ MIXTUBE ’ OF THE TWO THINGS, ON AGCO IT NT 
OF THBIB NOT BEING HOMOGENEOUS, 

Bhdsya, 

The Milk in question cannot take in the details ; that is to say, the 
details prescribed in connection with the Milk to he offered are not to be 
■performed in connection with the Milk in question. — “ Why ? ” — Because 
.there is Ho offering of it; i.e. as a matter of fact, the MiUc is not offered. — 
“ But when the Rice cooked in Milk is offered, the Milk would certainly be 
•offered ; it is for this reason that it has been laid down that the Rice is to 
be cooked in Milk'' — Not so, we rejily ; the Milk is mentioned only for the 
purpose of the cooking of the Rice ; as what is required (for the offering) 
•is Gooked Rice ; as without the Cooking, it is not ‘ Gkaru ' (which is what is 
to be offered) ; — ^and it is not the Milk that is required for being offered ; 
in fact nowhere is the MUk spoken of as to he offered, — “ How so ? ” — 
Because, as a matter of fact, it has been enjoined for the purposes of the 
Pramtd vessel — “But this interpretaiiion involves a syntactica.1 split, on 
•which ground, it has been already rejected above, and it has also been 
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poiuted out that in. the case in question, the. substance that is offered is the 
inixed on© (Milk and Rice),” — Our answen to this is that th&Te can b& no- 
misptuTe of the two things, on account of their not being homogeneous ; Milk and 
Bice are not homogeneous ; and Milk is clearly spoken of as the receptacle of 
the Rice ; — ^it is the Goohed Bice that is spoken of as the substance to be offered ; 
—even though the fact of the Milk being something to be offered is implied 
(by the fact of its being the substance in which the Rice has been cooked), 
yet this implication is set aside by the direct assertion (through the Locative 
Ending) of the Milk being only the receptacle of the Rice. — As regards the 
syntactical split, there is no such split involved ; because the sentence would 
not be construed as ‘ payasi ckaruh' X‘ the rice in Milk’), — but as ^ payasi 
ddityafy'' (‘the offering to Aditya is in Milk’) ; so that both (‘ Rice’ and 
‘ Milk ’) would be connected with Aditya ; the whole sentence being construed 
as — ^ Adityah payasi-ddityah charuh’ ; so that both the words ‘cAarw’ 
and ‘ payah ’ would be related to one and the same word ‘ Adit/yah — and 
thus there would be a single sentence, and there would be no chance of a 
syntactical split ; the meaning of the whole being that ‘ the substance offered 
to Aditya has the Milk for its receptacle ’. — ^From all this it follows that 
the details related to the Milk to be offered are not to be perfoi med in con- 
nection with the Milk in question. 

StTRA (36). 

The other text would be a mere statement oe eaot. 

Bhdsya. 

As regards the indicative text that has been cited (under Sh.. 33) in 
support of the Purvapaksa view — ‘ Ayajusa vatadnapakarofi apavitravati 
gdndohayati *, — ^this does not support the Purvapaksa view ; in fact it is 
only a statement of fact ; it only describes the well-known fact that ‘ because 
the Milk is not going to he offered, the calves are not set aside with the 
Yafus-Mantra, nor is the cow milked in a vessel covered with the Pavitra- 
grasa'. — “But the mere statement of a fact serves no useful purpose”. — 
The answer to this is that we are not considering whether or not it serves 
a useful pmpose ; all that we are discussing is the exact si^ifioation of the 
sentence ; and what the sentence signifies is that ‘ the calves are set aside 
without the use of the Yajus-Mantra and the cow is not milked in a vessel 
covered with the Pavitra-grass ’ ; and both these — ^the Tajua-Mantra and 
.the Pavitra, — are precluded from the Milk in question simply on the groimd 
of its not being meant to he offered. 

StJTBA (37), 

Or, rr may be the prohibition oe what has been 

. ENJOINED. 

Bhd§ya. 

Or, the sentence cited may be taken as containing the prohibition of 
what hsis been enjoined ; in connection with some cases, it has been enjoined 
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that ‘ the calves are to be set aside with the ¥ajtt§-Manim ; the cow is to be 
miiked in a vessel covered with the Pavitra-grma ’ ; and the prohibition of 
these in connection with- the case in question serves a distinctly useful purpose. 

StTRA (38). 

By beason oe the said Peohibition, inasmitch as it eoems the 

SlfBOBDINATE EACTOE HT THE AVOIDANCB, — ^3HE DEINKING OE 
MILK BY rrSELE IS DUB TO A SPECIAL CAUSE. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued that — “ When millc is prohibited, things sprinkled 
with milk or mixed with milk are also avoided ” ; — our answer to this is 
that in ordinary life such avoidance of things mixed with milk is only right ; 
as.it is the milk that has been prohibited; as a matter of fact, whenever 
milk is eaten, it comes in only as a subordinate factor in the food ; and the 
prohibition of what comes in serves a distinctly useful purpose ; what does 
not come in, — ^the prolhbition of that can serve no useful purpose. — “But 
milk is often eaten by itself ”. — The answer to this is that when milk is 
eaten by itself, it is due to a special cawse ; i.e- milk is eaten by itself only 
by one who has taken a vow to do it, or by way of medicine ; generally it is 
not so eaten. Hence, since milk is a subordinate factor, the sense of the 
prohibition of Milk can only be that * one should not eat tilings mixed with 
milk’. 

SOTRA (39). 

It may also be teeated as an obseevancb;— as in the case 

OE THE ‘ SMEABJNG 



Why is not the following explanation given of the Prohibition ? — It 
should he treated as an observance ; just as, when it is said that ‘ the Religious 
Student should not eat meat they avoid even the smearings of meat in the 
Ladle, — so, in the case in question also, when it is said that ‘ MUk should 
not be drunk’, they would avoid also those things that are sprinkled or 
mixed with milk. 

SUTRA (40). 

But (in the case cited) what ib prohibited is the taste ; 

AS IT IS A PEOPEETY APPEETAINING TO THE MAN. 

BMsya. 

But the above explanation is not the right one. — ^The term ‘ but ’) 
implies the rejection of the explanation suggested above. 

“ Why (should not the explanation be accepted as right) ? ” 
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Becatise the observance is a jtn^&rty appertaming to the Man', that is, 
the avoidance df meat ’ by the Religious Student is meant to accomplish a 
transcendental result ; hence if one eats ever so little of it as Just gives the 
taste of meat, it constitutes a transgression ; and its undesirable character 
does not depend upon the manifestation of any such visible effects as the 
■catching of cold and the like. — ^Tt is not so in the case of Milk ; hence the 
previous explanation given by m is the right one. 



Abhikabana (10): At the - Ahhyudayesti' the details 
connected with ‘ what is to be offered '' should he per- 
formed in connection with the ‘ curd ’ and 
the ‘ boiled milk \ 

SUTRA (41). 

At the rise of the Mooh, the ‘ dissooiatiost of the MiLKma^ 

SHOULD TAKE IN ITS OWN DETAILS, BECAUSE IT IS ALEEADY 
IN OFEEATION. 

Bkdsya. 

There is the following text — ‘ Vi mi enam .... dadhamshcharum . . . 
shHe charum’ [wherein the performance of an lati is laid downjj what 
form the subject-matter of the present Adhikaray^ are the two phrases 
occurring herein — ^dadhamshcharum' (‘Rice cooked in curds’) and 
‘ ahrte charum ' (‘ Rice cooked in boiled milk ’). 

In regard to this, there arises the following question— In connection 
with the ‘ curds ’ and the ‘ boiled milk are there to be performed all those 
detaila relating to the TVIilk offered at sacrifices— -or not ? 

The Purvapak§a view is as follows : — “ They should not be performed ; — 
why t-~hecau8e there is no ojfering of these, — as they have been mfoined for 
the purposes of the Pranltd' vessel, — and as they are not homogeneous, there 
can he na mixture of these with the Rice {Sutra 35, embodying the Siddhdnta 
of the preceding AdhiJmra-m)," 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhanta t — The ‘ milking ’ 
that has been ‘ dissociated ’ from the particular deity, — ^by reason of the 
occasion of the ‘ rise {of the Moon), — should take in all its details ; i.e. all 
the details related to the milk to be offered at sacrifices should be per- 
formed. — “ Why ? ” — Because the Milk ^ well as the Curd has come in 
only for the purpose of being offered ; — and because it is for being offered, 
therefore naturally the details related to the sacrificial offering also come 
in. There are reasons why these details should come in ; whi’o theare are 
none why they should be excluded. — But the Curd and the Milk in question 
have been enjoined for the ptirpose of the Pranltd vessel — ^Not so, we 
reply ; for if it were so then there wotild be a syntactical split, — one part 
declarijjg the fact of the ‘ Cooked Rice ’ being for the sake of the Deity, and 
the other that of the Curd and Milk being for the purpose of the ‘ Cooked 
Rice’.-— “ In fact the Cooked Rice is related to the Deity, and so also are the 
Curd and Milk ; and hence there is no syntactical split — ^This is not possible ; 
the previous sentence ‘ Tredhd tari^lan vibhajU ’ has already gone before de- 
claring that ‘ a division (of the Rice) should be made ’ ; and then there comes 
the following sentence laying down the details of that ‘ division ’ — ‘ Ye 
sthavisfhdh, etc. ’ [‘ The coarser rice being cooked in curds, for Indra- 
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Pradatr, and the finer riee cooked in boiled milk for Vi§nu-shipwi§ia ’] ; so 
that the division, of Curd and Milk also shonld be taken as asserted. Thus, 
if the Card and the Milk which have, to be divided were asserted to be for 
the purposes of the Prai^lta vessel also, then there would be sjuitactical 
split hence these two (Curd and Milk) earmot be taken as enjoined for 
the purposes of the Pranitd vessel. And when what is expressed by the 
Locative ending is not enjoined (predicated), what becomes connected with 
the Deity is what is expressed by the basic noun, on the strength of 
syntactical connection. Thus both the Curd and the Millc, along with the 
Cooked Rice, become connected with the Deity one portion of the Cooked 
Bice, that cooked in Cmd, being meant for Indra-Praddtr. When .several 
kinds of tilings are divided, it is said — ‘ Gems should he collected in the 
golden dish, — ^this will be one portion, the share of Demdaiia ; g-old has 
been put into the silver dish, — ^this is another portion, the share of 'ilanu- 
mitra — it is understood that the two dishes together form two share.s, on 
the ground that the sentence lays down a division, and the two dishes are 
distinct ; in this ease what is signified by the Locative ending is regarded to 
be a mere reference. In the same manner, in the case in question, on the 
ground of the sentence laying down a division, — and because the Curd and 
the Milk are mentioired as disttnot from one another,— it is understood that 
there is one share (for Iwdm-Pmdai.r) (consisting of the Bice cooked in Curd) ; 
and inasmuch as what is signified by the Locative ending is already 
got at by implication, it can be regarded as a mere reference (or reiteration). 
— From all this it follows that the Curd and the Milk are meant to be offered ; 
and hence in connection with the Curd and Milk all those details should be 
performed which are connected with offering. 

SUTRA (42). 

Also because oe the injunction of the ‘ boiled 

MILK ’. 



For the following reason also the Details coimected with offering should 
be performed in connection with the Curd and the Milk, both of which are 
meant to he offered. — “ For what reason ? ’J-T-There is injunction of the 
‘ Boiled Milk ’ as an established entity, in the words ‘ rice cooked in curd, 
rice cooked in boiled milk ’ ; — ^this would be possible only in the event of the 
details liaving been performed ; otherwise the ‘ boiling ’ would not he done 
and the ‘Boiled Milk’ could not be enjoined a.s an established entity. — 
For this reason also we conclude that the Details related to offerings should 
be performed in connection with the Curd and the Milk in qxiestion. 



ABHiKAitANA (11) : At the ‘ PashuJcmim-Isti \ the ' details 
related to offerings^ should not he performed. 

SUTRA (43). 

In fact, there shoxtld be dissociation ; because it has been 

ENJOINED FOR ANOTHER PURPOSE, — ^LIKE THE CoOKED 

Rice and Milk. 

Bhasya. 

There is the Paslmkmxa-JsU laid down in the following text — ‘ Tah 
pashuJcdmah syat so'mavdsyamistva vatsdnapdkuryat ; . . . ye ksodisthd- 
stdfhagnaye sanimate ^ sUlhapdlarm/i/rvapet, ye madhyamdstan vistiave shipi- 
visfaya shrte charunii ye sthavi^tMstanindnlya pradatre dadhamshdmmm ’ 
One who desires offspring should set aside the calves after having offered 
the Darsha sacrifice ; ... of the finer grains he should make a cake baked 
upon eight pans and offer it to Agni-sanimat ; the middle-sized rice-grains 
he should cook in boiled milh and offer it to Vi8nu~shipimst<j > ; the coarser 
grains of rice he shall cook in curd and offer it to Indra-Praddtr']. The 
expressions ‘ dadhani charum’ (‘rice cooked in curd’) and ‘ shrte charum ^ 
(‘rice cooked in boiled milk’) form the subject-matter of the present 
enquiry. 

In regard to these, there arises the question— In connection with the 
Curd and the Milh, — should, or should not, one perform those details relating 
to Milk which have been prescribed in regard to Milk to be offered ? 

The Purmpah§a view is that — “ in accordance with the conclusion of the 
foregoing Adkiharaipx, the details in question should be performed ; as the 
Vedic text is similar in both cases ; and here also the ‘ boiled milk ’ has 
been mentioned as a well-established entity ; all this can be explained only 
if there are details related to the offering 

In answer to this, wo have the following Siddhdnta : — ^In fact, there should 
he dissociation of the details ; because in the case in que.stion, the Milk has 
been enjoined for another purpose, not for the purpose of being offered ; as 
is clear from the use of the Locative Ending ; — as in the case of the ‘ Cooked 
Bice and Milk' ; just as in the ease of tlm Pr&ya')^%ya-‘duiru (dealt with under 
Adhikarana 9) the details relating to Milk to be offered are not performed 
in connection with the Milk, — on the ground of the preseiuje of the Locath e 
•Ending, — similarly should it be in the case in question also. 

SUTRA (44). 

The mention of ‘ Boiled Milk ’ is for the purpose of indication, 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been argued that “ the Boiled Milk has been mentioned as a 
well-established entity ”. — That does not affect our position ; the ‘ boiling ’ 
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spoken of will indicate the substance ; in fact the ‘ boiling ’ is already implied 
in the term ‘ Cooked Rice ’ itself ; hence the ‘ boiling ’ serves only to indicate- 
the substance related to the boilings — the sense being ‘the nee is cooked 
in a substance vMch is boili>%g ’.—From all this it follows that in the oas^ 
in question, the details relating to the Milk to be offerer! should not b& 
performed. 



Adhikarana (12) : In connection with the ‘ mixings ’ at 
the Jyotistoma sacrifice, the details relating to ‘ things 
to he offered ’ shovM not he performed. 

SDTRA ( 46 ). 

[P0b.vapae:§a]— “ Inasmuch as it is something new, the ‘ MrmfGS ‘ 

SHOULD BE TAKEN AS ENJOINED FOB THE PUEPOSE OF BEING 
OFFEBED.” 

Ehaaya. 

In connection with the Jyoti§io7m, we read — ^ Payaaa maiiravanmnm 
ahnimti, saM^hirmardhinam, dhdnabhirh&riyojanam, hwaiy.ySna shuhram, 
ajyena pdtnlvatam ’ f ‘ He mixes with Milh the cup dedicated to Mitramrwm,— 
with flour, that dedicated to Manihin , — ^with fried grains, that dedicated to 
Hariyojantti — ^with gold, that dedicated to Shuhra , — ^with clarified butter, 
that dedicated to Paiwmi 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Are the details relating 
things to he offered to be performed in connection with these ‘ mixings ’ — 
or not ? 

Qmstixm — “Why should there be any doubt in this matter ?” 

Answer — ^If these ‘ naixings ’ are meant to be oflEered, then the details 
ahoxrld be performed ; if they are not meant to be offered, then they should 
not be performed. ' 

On this question, the Purvapak§a view is as follows : — “ The missings 
are meant to be offered, and hence the detsuls relating to things to be offered 
should be performed. As a matter of fact, the rmxmg brings about two 
results — (I) the Soma-juice becomes mixed with the nvilk (and other things), 
and (2) when the mixture is offered as a libation, the milk also becomes 
connected. with the libation offered ; — ^when the Soma-juice becomes mixed 
with milk, we do not perceive any benefit conferred oxi the Soma- juice by 
being mixed with the milk ; while if the milk becomes connected with the 
offering, there is a benefit brought to the OjQFentig, in the form of its being 
accomplished. If the mixing is done with the view that the substance 
mixed should become connected with tdae offering , — ^then the Mixing is 
found to be of use through the visible benefit it being declared that ‘ when, 
an offering is made with milk, it becomes highly efficacious ’. On the other 
hand, in the other case (if the mixing were taken as meant only for mixing 
the Ssyma with the other substance), it would be necessary to assume a 
benefit confeired on the Soma by the mixing [and such a benefit could only 
be something imperceptible, transcendental]. Hence the conclusion is that 
when the Soma- juice is mixed with milfc, it is done- only with the view that 
the mixture may be connected with the injunction of the aettial act of 
offering. At the original sacrifice itself, there is no noising (of Soma) with 
H 
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any other substance ; therefore the inilk in question cannot be taken as 
enjoined in place of that other substance, — ^because the Soma is something 
all this it follows that the Milk should be regarded as enjoined 
for the purpose of being offered ; and hence the details connected with 
the Milk to be offered should be performed.” 

SUTRA (46). 

[SlDBHAljrTA]— I n beauty, V£ shoubb be taken as a sbconbaby 

EACTOB, SERVING THE PUBPOSE OF ‘ MIXINQ 
Bhdgya, 

The term ' w ’ (‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

In fact, the Milk should be taken as a secondary factor, subordinate 
to the Soma ; — not as a -aubstance to be offoired ; because it has not been 
mentiimed as something .to be offered-; in fact, it lias been spoken of- merely 
as something subserving the purposes of the Soma. 

.. ' SUTRA (47), ’ 

Also BEOATJSE IT IS NOT MENTIONBB. 

BM§ya. 

As a matter of fact, the Milk is not connected with either the Libation 
or the Injunction of the Performance. — ^That it is not rnenifoned . (as to be 
so connected) is clear from the fact, that it serves a different purpose alto- 
gether. Even though the Milk may be actually seen to be thrown into the 
fire (along with Soma-juice), yet, it is not by the Milk that the sacrificial 
offering is accomplished ; it is only when the substance is directly connected 
with a Deity that the giving becomes an ‘ offering ’ ; — and in the case in 
question there is no direct connection between the Milk and the Deity ; — 
the declaration is that ‘ one takes up the cup dedicated to Mitra-Vamma \ — 
not ‘the Milk dedicated to Mfim-Fomna ’. — ^Thus there being no visible 
purpose served by the Milk, some imperceptible embellishment of the Soma 
is assumed as brought about by the mixing (of the Milk) ; consequently the 
Details related to what is to be offered are not to be performed in the case 
in question. 

SUTRA (48). 

Also beoabse^ the Vbbio text also mattes the Soma the 

PBBBOMINANT PACTOB. 

Bhd§ya, 

Eor the following reason also the Milk should be regarded as subserving 
the purposes of the Soma For what reason T -T/ie Vedic tearf makes 
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^ Soma the predominant factor ; because of the use of the Accusative Ending 
(in the word that stands for Soma) ; which clearly shows that it is the Soma 
that is the most desired as to be accomplished by means of the ‘ mixing 

SUTRA (49). 

Thbbb is also a dbolamatoby assertion to the same 

EFEECT. 

Bhd§ya. 

There is a declamatory assertion also to the effect that the ‘ Mixing ’ 
is for the sake of the Soma — ‘ Sa mUro'hratM payasaiva me somam shriimn ’ 
f‘ MUra said mix up the Soma for me mth mUk ’] ; and he did not say ‘ they 
should offer 'milk to me ’ ; all that he said means ‘ they should embellish 
the Soma with milk — ^From this also it follows that the ‘ mixing ’ is for 
the ^ke of the Soma. 

SUTRA (60). 

Also because it is pound along with Embellishments. Fob these 

REASONS the SoMA SHOULD BE REGARDED AS THE PRE- 
DOMINANT FACTOR. 



The text speaking of the ‘ mixings ’ occurs along wUh Embellishments ; 
that is, the assertions ‘ Mixes with milk the cup dedicated to Mitra-Varuna ’ 
and the rest occur where there are texts speaking of Embellishments ; and 
inasmuch as this ‘ mixing ’ is found spoken of in a context dealing mostly 
with Embellishments, it follows that it also is an Embellishment. Such a 
notion frequently follows the fact of a certain context dealing preponderat- 
ingly with one sort of thing ; for instance, when a certain writing is foxmd 
along with a large number of fine writings, it also comes to be regarded as 

From all this it follows that the Mixing is not to be connected with 
the details relating to what is to be offered. 



Adhikabana (13) : At the AshvamMJia- Sacrifice, the text 
^ Ishdndya parasvatah, etc. [ lays doivn a distinct 
'sacrifice'. 

sOTRA (51). 

[I^bvapaksa]~“ The intention must be that those that have been 
‘ sanctified ’ SHOULD BE LET LOOSE ; AS IN THE CASE OF 
‘ DEPOSITING 

Bhasya, 

In connection with the AshvawMdhp. it is declared — ‘ Ishmidya parasvaia 
akthh&a ’ f* One should do the dlamhha of wild animals for Ishdna ’] ; and 
in reference to the same, it is added — ‘ Paryagnihrtdnaranydn %it»rjanU *■ 
They give up the wild animals after they have been sanctified’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is the dlamhha of the wild 
animalfl to be done only for the pxirpose of gi'vfing them away [‘ dlambha * 
in this case meaning touching] ? — ^Or does ‘ giving away ’ stand only for the 
omission of the rest of the Rites,- — the meaning being that ‘ those that Imve 
been embellished with the rites ending with sanctification should be given 
(offered) (without the subsequent rites being performed) [in this case " dlam- 
hha' standing for actual sacrificing] ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows What is 
enjoined here is the giving up of the thing, and the dlamhha, i.e. ‘ touching’, 
also is only for the purpose of giving up. — ^How’ so ? — By this interpretation, 
the (second) sentence lays dowir the giving up -which has not been enjoined 
elsewhere and thus speato of it by Direct As-sertion ; otherwise (under the 
other interpretation) it would only be reiterating the giving away, which 
has been already enjoined (in the first sentence) ; and it would be only 
the affix which could speak of the ‘ prohibition ’ (omission of the remaining 
rites) as indicated by Syntactical Connection ; — and Direct Assertion is 
more axithoritative than Syntactical Connectiou. Under the circumstances, 
the connection of the animals with the Deity would rest only in their being 
touched ; the sense of the two sentences being — ‘ The wnld animals should 
be touched with reference to Ishdna, and after the rite of sanctification has 
been performed, they should be given up (let go)’. — As in the case of 
‘ depositing ’ ; i.e. there is the text — ‘ &at khalu sdksadannam ya eaa 
choeruh — ya enam charumupadadhdti ’ [* Cooked Rice is verily food itself ; — 
he who deposits this cooked rice, etc. where the Cooked Rice is secured 
only for being deposited; — similarly in the ease in question also, the 
Touching of the wild Animals shoxild be only for heiihg' given up." 
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[SlDDHANTAj— I n BEALITY, IT IS THE PEOHIBIITON OE THE BEST ; AS 

(OTHEBWISB) THERE WOULD BE NO SENSE j — JUST AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE EXPRESSION ‘ IDANTA 

BMm/a. 

In reality, what is asserted in tiiis sentence is the prohibition of the 
rest of the rites. — “ How so ? ” — As, otherioise, there would be no sense ; i.e. 
the sentence ‘ Islhdnoya parasvata dlahhMa ’ would have no sense at all, 
if the ‘ dlambha ’ (here spoken of) were only for the purpose of ‘ giving up 

Why ? ’’—Because in that case, at the time of the ' dlambha' itseU, 
the Adhvaryu priest would know that the animals are not going to be offered 
to Ishdna ; — and knowing this, he would have no such determination as 
that ‘ these should be got hold of for being offered to Ishdna ’ ; hence 
what the sentence expresses being impossible to do, it becomes useless ; 
because the determination caix only be in the form that ‘ these animals are 
to be offered to Ishana' ; hence it follows -that what is enjoined by the 
term ‘ alamhha ’ is the act of offering itself ; — and when the act of offering 
% what is enjoined, the second sentence — '' Paryagmkrtdn utsrjanti'—o&nho 
taken only as laying down a particular detail in reference to the ‘ giving 
up’, — the idea conveyed being that ‘they give up (i.e. offer) the animals 
in this manner (i.e. after the performance of the “ Paryagni ” sairetification, 
without waiting for the performance of the other rites) ’. 

QmsUon — “ What is the particular detail that is laid down ? Is it the 
time for the Paryagm-sanetification — the idea being that they give away 
the animal at such and such a time ? ” 

Not so, we reply. There is no word in the text signifying time. And 
if time were enjoined, then it would mean the preclusion of another time, 
not of other details. 

“ Then, does the ^ntence enjoin that the thing should be given away 
after the Par^/agjw-sanctification has been done ? ” 

Even this is not so ; it is not the bringing about of the Paryagni-sanctifi- 
cation that is asserted here ; if tlmt were so, then, that would preclude all 
other details, those preceding as well as those following the Paryagni- 
sancUfication. 

“ What then is it that is asserted ? ” 

It is that ‘ it should be given away as soon as the Paryagni-sanctijication 
has been done 

“ Does it ihean that it should be given away in that condition ? ” 

No, we reply ; the idea is obtained from the General Law itself that 
the -animal should be given away in that condition. The word too is not 
expressive of the preclusion of other conditions (of the animals). In fact, 
if the animal is given away at the time indicated by the General Law, then 
it is one which has passed through the Paijfagni-mnctification. If it meant 
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a preclusion of other conditions, then what would be precluded would >6© 
those details that come after the Taryagni and before the giving away , — 
not those that come after the giving away. 

“ What then is the meaning of the sentence ? ” 

That the animal should be given up exactly as it becomes, on the per- 
formance of the Paryagni-mnciificaiion. 

“ But the animal as having the said sanctification performed over it 
is already indicated by the General Law itself.” 

The answer to this is that the fact of the said sanctification appertaining 
to the animal has been reiterated in this sentence, for the purpose of pre- 
cluding the other details ; the meaning being that the animal should be 
given up after only those details have been performed over it which end 
with the Paryagni-sdnctificaiion ; so that the (other) details that would come 
in xmder the General Law become excluded — and no other details are 
performed. 

“ But how can the words of the sentence preclude these other details ? ” 

They can do so, we reply. 

“ How ? ” 

When aU the needs of the Principal Act have been met by the 
details directly laid down by the sentence (i.e. those ending with Paryagni), 
its connection with the other details indicated by the General Law, which 
can only he mdireot, rebaams no longer possible. 

Prom all this it follows that the sentence in question precludes the 
subsequent rites. 


SCTRA (53). 

Inasmuch as thebe is a wobd with an antecedent, the tbbm 

‘ SamSTHAPAYATI ’ (‘ COMPLETES ’) WOULD BE INEXPUEOABLE 
IF THE SAOBHriCE HAD NOT COMMENCED. 



There is a word with an antecedent, i.e. preceded by the commencement 
of the sacrifice, — in the form of the text ^ Ajyma aheaam samethapaycdV 
('Completes the rest with clarified butter’); it is only if the sacrifice has 
been commenced that the term ‘ completes ’ — ^whioh connotes finishing — 
can have any sense ; this sacrifice becoming similar to the other sacrifice, 
through its completion. If there had been no sacrifice commenced already, 
— and there were only the giving vy of the animals,— 4heu this would not 
be similar to any other sacrifice, through completion, and in that case, the 
term ‘completes’ would have no sense. — Prom this also it follows that 
there is preclusion of the rest of the rites. 
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As THEY AHE PBOMPTED BY THE SACEHTCE, IF THEBE WBBE NO SAOBHIOB, 

THEBE WOTJLD BE NO PEEFOBMANCE OF THE RiTES OF EM> 
BBLMSHMENT ; AS THESE ABE PEBFOBMED ONLY FOE THE 
SAKE OF SAOEIFIOES ; — JUST AS WHEN THEBE ABE 
NO PeAYAJAS, thebe IS NO TAXING UP OF 
THE ClABIFIED BuTTEE. 

Bhdsya. 

This Siitra explains the purpose (of the present discussion). 

If the mere giving up of the thing were taken as enjoined (and no 
sacrifice), then there xoould he no performance of the rites of emhelUshment . — 
“ Why ? ” — ^Because the prompting of the embellishments is due to the 
sacrifice ; so that if there were no sacrifice, why should the rites of enibellish- 
ment be performed? Because they are always prompted by sacrifices, 
ipist as when there are no Fraydfgs, the Clarified Butter to be used at them 
is not taken up, — i.e. there ia no taking up of the Clarified Butter. That is to 
say, in those cases in regard -te which it has been declared that ‘ they are 
without Praydfas and without Ameydjas as the Praydjaa are not there, 
the Clarified Butter to be used at them is not taken up ; — ^similarly in the 
case in question, the Rites of embellislrment would not be performed. 

SUTRA (55). 

Thebe must be peefobmance (of the Rites) — ^when thebe is pbe- 

OLUSION ; OTHEEWISE NON-PEEFOKMANOE WOULD BE SUBVEESIVE 
OF THE WHOLE. 

Bhdsya. 

Qiiestion — “ Even if we accept the view that the sentence in question 
precludes the rest of the Bites, — even then, would the Rites of Embellishment 
be not performed ? ” 

Not so ; under the view of the preclusion of the rest, there would 
certainly be the performance of the Rites of Embelh'shment j because in 
that case, there is a sacrifice, and hence all the details of the sacrifice should 
be performed ; — ^if there were no sacrifice, then alone would there be non- 
performance of the embellisliments, and this would be mhversive of the 
whole ; — ^as a matter of fact, however, imder the said view, the sacrifice is 
there hence all the embellishments have to be performed "under the 
view that the sentence in question asserts the preclusion of the rest of the 
rites. 



A-n -CTTOA-R.AW A (14) ; The sentence ' Ajyena shmam sam^ 
sihdpayati ’ lays down a distinct sacrificial act 

StJTUA (56). 

[PCfEVATAK^A — continued] — '‘The pbrpoemanob with Clabikcbd 
BUTTIB should be REGAEDED as a SUfeSTITUTB, BECAUSE 
THEBE IS GIViHa AWAY OE THE THING.’ 

Bhasya. 

There is the text ' Far'yagniheiam p&tnivatamv^ [‘ Gives away the 
PaMivata which has had the Paryagni-mnotijication performeti ’] ; and in 
connection with this, there is the further declaration--”* Ajyena ah$^m 
mmsthapayati ’ [‘ Completes the rest with Clarified Butter ’]. 

In regard to tliis, there arises the question— Is the Clarified Butter to 
be regarded as a substitute at the Bite that has gone before ? — Or does the 
second sentence lay down a totally distinct Rite with Clarified Butter as the 
substance ? 

- On this question, the PUrvapak^a view is as follows “ It should foe 
regarded as a substitute. — Why ?~The term ‘ pUtnlvata ^ signifies a 
certain thing j — ^the term i zds^'ati ’ (‘ gives away ’) lays down the giving 
away of that thing ;~the term ‘ she^am ’ (‘ the rest ’) denotes what remains 
after certain things have been used; .so that when it is declared that 'One 
completes the rest with Clarified Blitter what is done is that Clarified 
Butter becomes declared as to be used in place of the animal (which has 
been given away). — ‘ But it has been said that the preceding Bite has been 
finished’, — The answer to that is that, there being the clear assertion of the 
giving away of the thing, — and the term ‘ rest ’ being still imexplained, — 
it is suspected that the preceding Rite has hot been finished ; and it is for this 
reason that the Clarified But^r has been laid down as a substitute ; — such 
is our idea ; specially as the term * saihsthapayati ’ {' completes ’) cannot be 
applicable to an absolutely fresh Bite. ■’ 

SOTEA (57). 

[PfiBVAPAK^A — COTldud ^ — “ BECAUSE THE TEXT SPEAKS OP 

‘Completion’.” 

BMsya. 

“The above idea of ours is supported by the followdng consideration 
also; — ^The term ' aaimthapayoM' Bpeaka of compktion; from which we 
conclude that * the Bite that -wm origmally commenced with the animal^ is 
complete by means of Clarified Bimer, after the animal has* been given 
away’.— If the latter were a fr^h rite, then it would be necessary to find 
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sa previous d^laxatioa' regardiag its conunencemeat.i as a matter o£ fact, 
however, without making any mention of the cominmcemeni, the text goes 
■on to speak of the compleiion ; from this we conclude that the ‘ completion ’ 
•spoken of is that of a previous rite, and it is not a fresh rite that is 
:aieationed.” . , 

SOTRA (58). ■ . 

fSlDBHA.WTA] — BEALITY, XT MUST .BE REGABDED AS THE IKJUNOTION 
OF A FRESH' BITE ; BECAUSE THE FBEOEDING RITE HAS BEEN 
FINISHED ; SPECIAIiY AS IT IS NOT DEFFEBENT 
FROM OTHERS. 

Bhasya.^ 

Jn reality, it should be taken as the injunction of a distinct .Kite. — 
'Why ^-r-Became the precedm^ rite has been finished. — “ But it Ixas been 
nexplained (under Su. 66) that there being the clear assertion of giving 
^ctway, and the term ‘ rest ’ being still unesplained, it is suspected that the 
.preoeSLing rite^has not been finished ”. — The answer to that is as follows ; — 
Both these (grounds of suspicion) are thus removed — (A) The verb 
^ smhatM/payati* (‘completes’) is connected with the original term 
pafmvata* ; the sense thus is that ‘ he completes ths Pdirmata offering ’ ; 
■so that it is a scuarificial-offering that is enjoined here. The word ‘ samstha- 
,paya^i ' is derived from . the causal root ‘ sthdpa ’ with the prefix ‘ scm ’ ; 
— ^when it is neceasa^ to use some snich root with the prefix ‘ sam ’ as may 
be expressive of the ‘ hhdvana ’ (activity), — and when this bhdvana comes to 
/be expressive, the particular root used is ‘ aamsthapayati ’ which is not in- 
•compatible with the context ; just in the same way as the root * dlahhati ’ 
-has been used in the previous sentence. — (B) As for the term ‘ she§a ’ (‘ rest ’), 
;it has been used through similarity (between the two acts expressed by the 
two roots * aM)haU' &D.d * sarhsihapayati ’). — ^Lastly, as for the ‘ giving away 
-of the thing there is nothing in it that is incompatible with the sacrificial^ 
>o^ermg that is spoken of. From all this we conclude that just as other 
verbs — like-' Nirvc^mk ’ (‘ offers ’) and the like — are used for the enjoining 
-of distuici rites, so also is the verb ‘ samsthapayati ’ in the presmt instance ; 
spmiany m it- ia diffemni from others. 

■ BCTEA (59). 

It m ms, Tsm heasgh that thu trxt" 'indicates the wmiz-KNo-wN 

, ‘ NON-SACgEtmCOAD OHABACTB^t OF THH VaHASFATI-OFFEMNG. 

BhSfyet. 

It is for this reason tha^ there is a text speaking of the ' mU-hfWwn 
non-sacrificial character ’ of the Vqmspaii-offmng . — ^^^MIow t ’’—The text 
is as follows — ‘ Yat tm^d^aheha mnaapoMmdvdfmj^yutha vainau yon— 
Jcsyasi tvastn namtm praydgifyd vdfta^al^ dcf^mnfSdmimitain^tau mdyM * 
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where it said that the Vanaspati-offering is helped in its completion by 
another subsidiary detail ; and this indicates the absence of the VoTiaspi^i- 
qffering ;- — ^when the rest of it is finished, then alone we have the words 
‘ ofiers the Vanaspati-libation If the previous offering had been finished, 
then it would have disappeared ; and then alone would it be justifiable to 
indicate its absence. Hence the conclusion must be that the previous 
offering has been finished, and the second offering is an entirely distinct act. 

SOTRA (60), 

It has bbbn spoken oe as ‘ Samsthapayati ’ beoaitse of 

THE BEiry BEING THE SAME. 

Bha§ya. 

It has been argu^ (by the Purvapak^n) that — “ The use of the verb 
* m^rhsihapaycOii* would not be justifiable if it were a distinct act” j — ^this 
has got to be refuted. Our answer is as follows ; — ^The name ‘ samsiha* 
(‘completion’) has been applied here to what is not really a * saihstha'’ 
(completion) ; and the rite has the semblance of being a completion (con- 
tinuation) of the preceding rite of the P^nlvata, on the ground of the deity 
being the same in both cases. Thus it is on the basis of this similarity 
that the term ‘ sam^fM ’ has been used. 


End, of Pada iv of Adhydya IX- 


End of Adhyaya IX. 


ADHYAYA X. 

PlBA I. 

Adhikarana (1) : TJmse details of the Archetypal Samfice 
whose need is no longer there shorM rmt he perfommd 
at the ISctypal Sacrifice. 

SOTEA (1). 

[PObvapak^a]—*' Inasmuch as ma botibb pkookdubh ss mAHS- 

ITEEBliD TO THB OTHBB CONTEXT, ALL . TECS BBTAELS SHOULD B1 

pisfoembd/* 

Bhd^ya. 

The subject of ‘ Modificafieft'’ 0Jia) has been dealt v?lth in the pre- 
ceding discourse '; we are now gojft^ to deal with ‘Exol\ision ’ 
and ‘ Inclusion ’ (‘ Ahhyuchchaya ’). When one idea that has been con- 
ceived as * this is so ’ is, on other groun#, said to be ‘ wrong *, it is a case 
of ‘ Badha. ’ (Exclusion, Annulment) ; — and when the idea that ‘ this is 
here ’ is accompanied by the idea ‘ this other thing also is here it is a case 
of ‘ Ahhyuchchaya ’ (Inclusion, Combination, Aggregation). 

The question that is considered first of all is — [When the details of the 
Archetype are ‘ transferred * to the Ectype by virtue of the General Law 
that ‘ the Ectype is to be .performed like the Archetype], are all the details 
of the Archetype to be performed at the Ectype ? Or is there something 
that is to be excluded ? 

On this question, the Purvapak^ view is as follows iwoswMcii as 
the entire procedure, — of the Archet37pe — ia transferred to the other context — ^i.e, 
to the Ectype, — ^without any distinction, — ^it follows that any and every 
detail that appertains to the Archetype is to be performed at the Ectype,™ 
even those for whom the need may have disappeared. — ^Why so ? — Because 
the direct assertion makes all the details applicable to the Ectype ; and no 
burden is too heavy for Direct Assertion. — ‘ How do you know that .there 
is such a Direct Assertion ? ’ — ^The entire body of details pertaining to the 
Archetype'is required, — by way of a supplementary declaration, — ^by all the 
injunctions bearing upon the Ectype ; so that all this becomes connected with 
the injunction bearing upon the Ectype ini the same manner as it does with 
that of the Archetype ; and there is no distinction between the two cases. 
Hence in the case of the Kr^i^akut {gold pieces, that are used as the ofiering 
substance at an Ectype, in the place of cakes), just as cooking is done (as 
is going to be established under Su. 10. 2. 1-2), — eyen though it cannot serve 
the same purpdso at the Ectype that it serves at the Archetype, — so also 
should the ^r^hing and other details be done, even though aU this also 
cannot serve the pmpose at the Ectype that it serves at the Archetype.” 
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• SUTRA (2). 

XSedbeIota]— Isr beality, bp is only when -the need is thebe that 

THE ‘ MANTBA THE ‘ EMBELLII^HMBNT ’ AND THE ‘ SXIBSTANOE ’ 

■ , TO BE EMPLOYED ; AS ALL THESE ABB FOB THAT 

PUBPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

The phrase ‘api ra’ (‘ia reality’) signifies the rejection of the above 
view. . 

It is not right that all the details of the Archetype should be performed 
.-at the Ectype ; in fact, in some cases, ‘ the Mantra or the Embellishment 
or the Substance’ become excluded, when its need has ceased. — “Why 
ao ,? ” — As a matter of fact, the Mantra or the Embellishment dr the 
^Substance is used only when there is need for it,, not when there is no need ; 
because everyone of those is enjoined as to be used for the purpose of 
something else, never for itself. • 

“ It has been already explained that even when the need for an act has 
■ceased, the act is done, on the strength of Vedie texts ; for instance, the 
cooMiig is done to gold-pieces (though there is no need for cooking in their 
case).” , 

There is np Vedic text la 3 ring down the use of what is not needed. As 
a matter of ^t, the Ectype is not syntactically connected with those 
subsidiary Ife^taila that appertain to the Archetype ; the idea derived is not 
that ‘ the desired result should be obtained by the performance of the Ectypal 
jsaosifioo — how ? — ^by means of the subsidiary details of the Archetype ’ ; 
tibe idea really is that ‘ the result is to be obtained by the performance of the 
Ectype, just as it was obtained by that of the Archetype ’. 

“ How so ? ’’ 

What is needed for the Result is a particular functioniug of the 
-sacrifice, not merely Punetioning in general. In reference to the Archetype, 
this * functioning of the. sacrifice ’ is found to be set forth and recapitulated 
in the declaration of the entire procedure ; and it can therefore be sought 
.after> and is capable of being sought after, to supply a real need. If the 
subsidiary details also were sought after, in connection with the Ectype, 
-any particular functioning of the sacrifice could not be sought after. Other- 
wise there" would be indirect indicatioh. Eor instance, when it is said ‘ he 
fi^ts with ,tbe stick ’, the words do not express the form of the man vnth 
.i&e stick ; if there were need for the indication of the man, then the words 
would be able to do that UKlicating. In the same manner, in the case in 
•question, in the event of the subsidiary details being sought after (in re- 
.lation to the Ectype), the words do not express that special character 
of the sacrifice which consists in its having those details, — ^though it is 
at by indirect indication ; and if there were such an* indication, 
then the direct signification of the words would have to be rejected. If 
."then, with a view to save the words from being rejected, the special 
functioning of the saorifiee were not sought after,-— then the subsidiary 
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details themselves would be sought after. • In that case, when there would 
be a seeking for the method of procedure of the Ectype, — the injunctive 
word would remain there with its needs unfulfUIed ; — the subsidiary details 
also would stand in need of another procedure ; — ^the implied procedure of 
tlie Archetype would have to be abandoned, — and it would be necessary to 
admit the impossible syntactical connection between the Ectypal sacrifice 
and those details of the Archetype which serve some useful purpose at the 
performance of the Ectype. And all this is most unreasonable. E’er these 
reasons, the sentence is interpreted to mean that ‘the result should be 
accomplished by means of the Ectype in the same way in which it is accom- 
plished by means of the Archetype ’. 

“ What if it is so ? ” 

If it is so, then the effect of it is as follows : — Those details which are per- 
formed at the Archetype for the fulfilling of a certain need do not become 
enjoined in reference to the Ectype, if there is no need for them at this latter. 
Hence the conclusion is that the General Law does not lay down the per- 
formance at the Ectype of those details of the Archetype of which the need 
has ceased. 

SUTRA (3). 

Also because they are not directly enjoined. 

BMsya. 

It has been argued that — “ Just as in comieotion with the gold-pieces> 
though the original need for it has ceased, yet the cooking is done to them, 
on the strength of a Vedio text,— so woxdd other similar details also be 
performed — ^That cannot be ; because the cooking done to the gold-pieces 
is not by virtue of the General Law (relating to the Archetype and Ectype) ; 
it is directly laid down by a Vedic text- — ‘Ghrfe ohrapayati* (‘Oboks the 
gold-pieces in Clarified Butter’), This text does not speak of the cooking 
as serving the purpose that it serves at the Archetype ; in fact, on the 
strength of the text, the cooking is taken as serving some transcendental 
purpose. If the direct text were not there, then ‘ on the ground of their being 
not directly enjoined \ the cooking also would not have been done (to the 
gold-pieces). — ^Thus the citing of the analogy of the ‘ Cooking ’ is not right. 

“What is the purpose served by this discussion ? Which too is the 
Ectype that serves as. the example ? ” 

(a) Somewhere we read in the Veda (in connection with the Ectype) — 

^ Smyanditam varhirbhavati' [‘The grass used is that which has fallen 
down by itself ; by virtue of this the substance used at the Archetype 
(viz. Kusha-grass specially lopped for the purpose) becomes excluded 
(there being no need for it). — (&) Similarh^ there is the text ‘ Svayamkrtd 
ved/irbhavati ’ [‘ The altar is self-made i.e, in its natural state] ; by virtue 
of which all the .details of cleaning, digging and marking become excluded 
(as there is no need for them). — (c) Lastly, there is the text ‘ Svayamshlrnd 
shdkhd bhavati ’ [‘ The branch to be used is that which has become torn off 
by itself’], by virtue of wMeh the sword (for the ciitting of the Branch). 
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becomes excluded [there. being no need for it]. — The Mantras too that are 
connected with these details become excluded from the Ectype. 


Or, the Sutras (1-3) may be taken as representing the following 
Atlhikarana. 

Adhikaiiai^a (2) (the second interpretation of SiUras 1-3) ; 
Threshing is not to he done in connection with the 
gold-pieces. 

S'DTRA (1). 

[PfjBiVABAAgA] — “ Inasmuch as i'he entibb peoceduee is teans- 

EEEEBD TO THE OTHEE CONTEXT, ALL THE DETAILS SHOULD 
BE PEEFOEMED.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is the ‘ Gharu-offering ’ to Prajdpati laid down in the text — 
'* Prajapatyam cJiarum nirvapet shatahrsrmlam dyu^kdmal} ’ f ‘ One desiring 
longevity should offer Gharu in the shape of a Hundred-gold-pieces to 
Pragdpati ’]. 

Taking this as a special case falling under the preceding Adhihxrarva, 
we proceed to consider the question — Should ‘ Threshing ’ be done to the 
gold pieces — or not ? 

The Purmpah^a view is as follows — “ Inasmuch as the entire 'procedure 
is transferred to the other Context, all the details should be perform ^ ; hence 
‘ Threshing ’ should be done to tbe gold-pieces, just as ‘ Cooking ’ is done 
to them 

SUTRA (2). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^In EEAUTY, it is ONLY WHEN THE NEED IS THEEE THAT 
THE MaNTEA, the EMBELLISHMENT AND THE SUBSTANCB AEE 
TO BE EMPLOYED ; AS ALL THESE AEE FOE THAT 
PUBPOSE. 

Bhd§ya. 

The Siddhanta view is that the ‘threshing ’ should not be done to the 
gold'pieoee. 
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SUTRA (3). 

Also becax'Se they are hot directly ehjoikbd. 

Bhdsya. 

This reRites the argument that has been urged (by the other party). 


Or, the Sutras 1-3 may be taken as representing the following 
AdhiJcarai^ :~ 

ADHEKARAiirA (3) : [The third interpretation of Sutras 
1-3 ] — At the ‘ Gharu-offering ’ to Vishvedevas, ike 
^invocations to Vimu is to be excluded, 

SUTRA (1). 

[PObvapaksa] — ‘'Inasmuch as the entire procedure is trans- 
ferred to the other Context, all the details should 



Bhdsya. 


There is the text — Waishvad&mm charwn nirmpU bhrStivyav&n; 
tarn varhisadam Jcrtvd ahamyayd aphyetia vyuMt idamahamamuHcha- 
muncha vyOMmlti yam dvisydt tarn dhydyU, yadadho^mmrdy^ta yachcha 
aphya SahUayet tad viar^ava \irulcramaydvadyei ’ [‘A man who has enemies 
should offer Cooked Rice to the Viahvadexma ; having deposited it on the 
Kusha-grass, he should collect it with the Shamyd or the Sphya, saying 
the words idam ahamamuncha vyuhdmi; and he should think of the person 
whom he wishes to injure ; what falls on the ground, or remains attached to the 
Sphya, that he should offer to Visnu unihrama ’]. [At the said offering 
to the Viahvedevas, a Mantra is recited invoking the Deity ; the subsequent 
offering to Vis^u-urukrama has for its Archetype the said offering to 
Vishvedevas.'] 

In regard to tliis the question that arises is — ^Is the deity Visnu-urukrama 
to be invoked — or not [in the manner in which the Vishvedevas are invoked 
at the original sacrifice] ? 

On this question, the Purvapak§a view is as follows — “ InasmveJi as 
the erdire procedure is transferred to the other Context, all the details .should 
he performed ; — hence the Deity should be invoked 

Objection — ‘It is just possible that no cooked rice may remain 
attached to the Sphya, or none of it may fall on the ground ; and in that 
case, as there would be nothing to offer to Vi^^u-urukrama, the invocation 
of that deity, if done, would be entirely purposeless. — ^Nor would it be right 
on the strength of the text quoted, . to smear the rice to the Sphya or to 


let it fall on. the ground, intentionally; because either the smeared or the- 
fallen Rice has not been enjoined as to be obtained or secured. Nor again 
is the offering to Vi^u-uridcrama an act meant to serve a useful purpose 
it is only a method of disposing of what may be smeared in the Sphya or 
dropped on the ground ; there is also a visible purpose served by this, in 
the shape of the cleaning of the Sphya by the removal of the Rice smeared 
in it. In the other view, it would be necessary to assume a transcendental 
result following from the offering. — ^It may be urged that a transcendental 
result following from the offering will have to be assumed in any ease.— 
True, it will have to be assumed as following from the sacrifice, — ^but only 
through the disposal of the substance in the said manner.’ , 

“ Our answer to the above is as follows t — Even when there is no need 
for it, the detail must be performed; just as Cooking is done to the gold - 
pieces. — ^Then again, it is quite possible that some rice may be smeared in 
the Sphya, or fall on the ground ; and in that case, if there has been no- 
invocation of the Deity, the offering would be defective. Hence people who 
are careful should always invoke the Deity ; because (in case the invocation 
has not been done) if the rice should become smeared in the Sphya or drop 
on the ground, — ^it w6^■lld not do to perform the invocation at that time, 
when its subsidiary, condition (time) would be absent; as a matter of fact, 
it is only when the Deity is remembered at the right time that it takes its 
proper place, — ^not if it is remembered at a time subsequent to its right time ; 
as at such a time the remembrance, if done, could be only for some special 
purpose, and would be without the proper Mantra. — If the Sphya does not 
become smeared with the rice,— ^or if no rice drops bn the ground, — ^there- 
would be nothing lost if the invocation has been done. — It would not be 
right to entertain the idea that — ‘ Just as the King or the Minister or the 
Brahmana, having been invited for being honoured and served, if the honour 
• or service is jiot rendered, he regards himself to liave been ill-treated and it 
is feared that he would injure the inviter,— the same may be feared of the 
Deity also (if it is invoked and no offering is made to it).’ — Because as a 
matter of fact, at the sacrifice, the Deity is not actually invited (called), — 
nor on bebag invited, will it take the offering to itself, or be satisfied, with 
it, and on being satisfied, become plea.sed, and on being pieu.sed will he&tow 
the reward on the performer ; — that all thi.s.is not ho ]ia.s been establisk-d 
linder Adhydya IX (9. I, 6 et seg.), — Hence there would be no harm ni all 
'if the Deity were invoked and no offering made to it.” 

SUTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it is only when the need is these that 
THE Mantra, the Embellishment and the Substance are 
TO BE employed; AS -ALL THESE ABE YOB THAT 
PUEPOSE. 

Bhdsya, 

The phrase ‘ api vd ’ in reality’) signifies the rejection of the above 
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The Embeffishmeiit involved ia tbe Invocaiiion should be exeluded. — 
Why I — the ‘ Embellfehment by Invocation % as also the Snbstaaoe, 
is employed only when there is need for it; this has been espHined 
already. , , , 

It hM bron argn^ that-— ‘‘ it, is possible for the rice to become smeared 
fflp to drop on th® ground, and it wotdd not be desirable to do the Invocation 
ia the middi© of the ipiiormance This, however, does not afect the 
pmiticMa; snch invocation w be as good as uninterrupted; 

becMOS© at the Mm© pr«»jpibed for the Invocation, the circumstances nectary 
for the ofiering to Vi^nu-uruJinmm had not arrived ; and as soon as those 
okaamstanTOs' haye arrived, ha .performance would come in. — What has not 
become smeared, — or what has not fallen on the ground, — need not be 
disfM»^ of; and what is done after tfiS perfdnnance has cornmeneed does 
not help that performance.-— From all this it follows that Vi^u-urukrema 
should not be invoked. 

StJTBA (3). 

Amo BEOATTSli THEY AR® NOT DIRBCTLY BNJOIN3BD. 

B'hd§ya. 

This is the refutation of an argument agaiiMt the Siddhdnta ; and lias 
been already explained. 



Adhikarana (4) : At sacrifices like the " Diksantya\ 
the ‘ Aramhhaniyd ’ sacrifice is excluded. 

SUTRA (4). 

The.' Isti connected with Abambha ’ (commencement), is excluded 
FROM THE Subsidiary Sacrifice ; as the ‘ commencement ’ 

IS RELATED TO THE PRIMARY SACRIFICE. 

BJmsya. 

There is the Jyotistorm sacrifice laid down, in the text ‘ Jyofistomena 
avargakamo yajeta' [‘Desiring heaven, one should perform the Jyotistorm 
.sacrifice ’] ; — ^then there are the Diksanlya and other rite.s which have the 
DarsJm-Purnamdsa for their Archetype, which are laid down in the texts— - 
‘ Agndvaiarmvarn^kddashakapalani nirvapU ’ and so forth [‘ One should 
offer the cake baked upon eleven pans, dedicated to Agni-Vipiu ^]; — at 
the (commencement of the) Archetypal sacrifice of the Darsha-Pun^amasa, 
comes the Aramibhanlyd Ist-iy laid down in the text — ‘ Agndvaip^a- 
mm^kadashakapdlam nirvapU dars?Mpdrnarndsavdrab7ia'mdi^fy aarasmtyai 
charum sarasvate dvddashakapdlam, agnaye bhagi'm astdkapdktm nirvapSt yah 
kdrmyeta bhagyannadah aydm ’ [‘ Proceeding to commence the Daraha- 
Purrjtamdaa sacrifices, one should offer the cake baked on eleven pans, 
dedicated to Agni-Vifri,Uy (iodk.ed rice to Saraavatl, a cake baked on twelve 
pans, to 8araavat', a cake baked on eight pans, to Agni-Bhagin, if one is 
desirous to be prosperous and eater of food ’] ; in some texts the last offering 
to Shagin is laid down as essential (and not contingent upon the man 
desiring prosperity, etc.). ■ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^At the Diksanlya and other 
sacrifices, should the Arambhanlyd Isti be performed, or not ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is. that “ all the details related 
to the Archetype should be performed at the Ectype, became the enbrn-e 
procedure being transferred to the other context, all the details should be 
performed (Su. 10. L 1). [Hence the Arambhanlyd must be . performed at 
the Difc^aniya and other sacrifices.]” 

In answer to tliis, we have the following Siddhdnta ; — The Aramhha/iwyd 
Isti becomes excluded from all that set of rites named ‘ Diksanlya ’ and the 
rest which haye the Daraha-Purnamdsa for their Archetype, and wliicli are 
subsidiary to the Jyotistorm. — “Why so?” — Beca\jse in this case, ihe 
d/rcmiJbha Comm&ncemmt, is of the JyoUstoma, not of the Diksanlya^ etc. — 
** How ? ” — ^The ‘Commencement’ of an act would always be either the 
first item in the* procedure, or the first activity of the man ; — if it means 
the first item in the procedure, then it would consist of sucli items as the 
aecurwf? of the seroices of the Priests or the selection of the sacrificial ground : 
.—all tliis will have been done as part of the Jyotisfoma for the purposes 
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of that sacrifice, and the same would serve the purposes of the Dilcsanlyd, 
etc., also ; and it should not liave to be done over again, for the sake of these 
latter rites so that, so far as these are concerned, the item of ‘ Goimnence- 
meitt ’ will have disappeared ; — ^and when the item of ‘ Commencement ’ 
itself has disappeared, the Bites of the Aranibhaniya also, wliieh are meant to 
accomplish that Comm&memetU, would also disappear,— On the other hand, 
if ‘ Commencement ’ stands for the first mtimty of man concerned, 
then, — since the ‘ activity’, of man consists in being aroused from apathy, — 
the man who is going to perform the Jyotistonva along with all its subsidiaries 
would have been aroused from hi.s apathy by the performance of the fii'st 
item in the performance of the JijotlMoma ; and from that point onwards, 
till the complotii su of the Jyoti^toim along with its subsidiaries, he would 
be actively engaged, and there wotild be no apathy in him fj;om which he 
could be aroused {at the ‘Commencement’ of the Dlhsmfiiyd) it is 

by virtue of the ‘ Commencement ’ of the Jyoti^tmna itself, that he becomes 
engaged in the Dlk§anlyd and the other rites (which are only subsidiaries 
of that sacrifice) ; — so that there is no ‘ Gommoneement ’ for. these — and 
whbrx there is no ‘ Commencement the item of ‘ Arambhanlyd % wliich 
is for the pxu'pose of accomplishing that ‘ Commencement also disappears. 

Says the Opponent — “ Surely there would be the ‘ Commencement ’ 
of the subsidiaries, Dlk^anlya, etc., themselves.” 

No ; the ‘ Commencement ’ consists either of such acts as 
securing the services of the Priests, selecting the sacrificial ground and so forth, 
or of Idle first activity of the man • — ^in either case, the man has done this 
already for the sake of the Jyoti^torm, If it be said tliat “ in connection 
with the Dik^ijdyd, etc., there has come in another item'", — even so, 

that would not bring in the Arambhanlyd connected with the Archetype 
(Iksirsha-Fiirnamdaa) ; — ^thus the Aranbhmfiyd would be excluded from 
-all i^iose items that are subsidiary to another act. — ^Further, as a matter 
of fefCt, at the Jyotiftoma, the purpose of the ‘ Commencement ’ is served by 
the IHh§atuyd, etc., themselves ; — as is clearly indicated by the following 
declaration : ‘ Agndvai^r}amanbkddmhak^ nirvapU dik§i^amdnah, 

etc- etc. 



ADHiKABAifA (5) : At the ‘ Ammati ’ ard other sacrifices, 
the ^ Aramhhamyd Isti ^ hmomes excl'uded. 

SUTRA (5). 

It SHOUIiD BE EXCLUDED EBOM THAT ReESTOIPAL AcIT WHICH 3S BELATED 
TO ANOTHEB, BECAUSE IT IS THE COMMENCEMENT OF ALL,- AND 
• BECAUSE IT IS NOT A SUBSIDIAEY. 



There is the Edjamya sacrifice, laid dovm in the text — ‘ Bajasuyina 
svdr&jyakdmo yajeia ’ [‘ Desiring Self -sovereignty, one should perform the 
Bdjamya sacrifice ’] ; in connection with this there have been laid down the 
I§fif the Pashu, the Soma, and the Darvihoma , — all of which are ‘ principal 
acts ’ ; — ^under ‘ I§pi ' are included the Amimati and other sacrifices. 

In regard to these, Anumati, etc., there arises the question — Shoxild 
the AramhhavfHyd J^ti be performed at these ? Or not ? 

The Puniapah^ view is that — “ It should be performed ; because in- 
aamnch as the entire 'procedure is transferred to the other context, aU the d^aUs 
should he performed (Su. 10. 1. 1) ”. 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnia =^The Arambha'i^iyS 
should be excluded from the Prineipal Act which is related to another 
Principal Act. — “ Why f ” — ^Because in regard to these acts, the Jyoti^poma 
has been declared to serve the purposes of the ‘ Commencement *, in the 
text — ‘ Agni^fomam prathamam aharati ’ (‘ First of all one performs the 
Agnigfoma ’] ; the single declaration of the Jyoti^porm must be taken as 
applicable to each one of the principal acts pertaining to the Archet37p0 ; 
because the Context appertains in common to each one of the principal 
acts. — Consequently, the purposes of ‘ Commencement ’ of the Anumati 
and other principal acts having been accomplished (hy means of the 
performance of the Jyoti^toma), the Aranibhaisnyd I§fi should not he 
performed. 


I 


Adhekabana (6) : At the ‘ Aramhhaniyd ’ itself, the 
‘ Ammbhanlyd ’ becomes excluded, 

i SUTRA (6). 

[POBVAPAK§a] — “ It must surely be performed at that, T.-onfl 
THE PrAYIjAS.” 

Bhdsya. 

I There is the laid down ia the text— ‘ A, 

imkadashaJcapalam nirvapet darsJMpurnmtiasdmrabhamdriali, etc.’ [‘Pro- 
ceeding to perform the Daraha-Purnamdaa sacrifices, one shonld offer the 
cake baked upon eleven pans, dedicated to Agm-Vi§nu, etc. etc.’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — At the Arambha^lyd Isfi 
itself, should another Aramhhdmyd Isti be performed or not ? 

On this question, the Purmpaksa view is as follows : — “ must surety 
he performed ca that . — ^The particle 'tu" (‘ surely’) is meant to set aside all 
doubts on the point ; the meaning being that there can be no doubt at 
all ; another Arambhaniyd must be performed at the Aramhhanlyd I§pi.-~- 
Why ? — ^Because, inasmuch as the entire procedure has been transferred to 
the other Context, all the details should be performed (Su. 10. 1. 1). That is, just 
as the Praydfas are performed so should the Aramhhay,iyd also be performed. 
— Says the Opponent — ‘ If another Aramhhanlyd were to be performed at 
the- Arambhai^lyd, then, at the former also a third Aramhhanlyd would have 
to be performed, — and yet another at this letter ; and so on and on there 
would be no end to the performance of the Aramhhanlyd ; and there must 
be sonae end to what is laid down in the scriptures — The answer to this is 
that in the cases of all infinite regress, there would be a limit imposed by 
the capacity (of the performer).” 

SUTRA (7). 

[Siddhanta] — Certaihly not ; because it is a subsediary. 

Bhasya. 

The phrase ‘ certainly not ’ sets aside the view set forth above ; it 
means that another Arambharyiyd should not be performed at the 
Arambhaniyd. — “Why?” — ^Because it is subsidiary to the Darsha-Purtm- 
mdsa ; and the ‘ commencement ’ of the Subsidiary is accomplished by tbe 
commencement of the Primary itself, — as has been explained above. 

Says the Opponent — ■“ Wlien one undertakes the performance of the 
Aramhhanlyd, he has to perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa ; and hence like the 
Archetype, another Arambhaniyd also should be performed by one who has 
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underfcaken the performance of the’ Aramhluimyd ; conseqiiently, euiother 
Arambhuniyd imisfc be performed at the ArambJiamyd.'’ 

It is not so ; even though he has not performed another Arambhmwyd, 
if he performs the Arambhanlyd, it is understood that he performs it as 
engaged in the Arambhayiyd. Hence there should be no performance of 
the t)thor Armnhluvmya at the Arambhmnifd. 

Further, like vrater-bubbles, there would be no end tu tlie series of 
Aimnbhamyds ; — an<l this infinite regress indicated by the seiutence wouJd 
be sot adi<io 5iy tho capacity of the performer! Under our view, on the 
other hiuui, the j v. uuld not be either an infinite regress nor its rejection. 

From ;d’ tius 1. follows that there should be no performance of t'ne 
second Aruiahhuiilyil ai; tiio Ammhhamyd itself. 

SUTBA (S). 

Also becaxtse it is a sentenob. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also we conclude that it should be as explained 
above. — “ For what reason ? ’’—There is a single sentence laying down the 
Arambhamyd ; if it enjoins it in connection with the Armnbhmpyd, then it 
does not become enjuinod in connection with the Dar/tha-Fu/mo/md^a ; Bo 
that it could lay it down in connection with these latter only as if it were 
■mt enjoined; and it could be transferred to the Armnbhaniyd as if it were 
enjoined ; — it caimot, howevei*, do ail this, when it i.s tittered only once.— 
For - this reason also another Ararnhlumtyd should not be performed at the 
Arambhav-iya. 



Adhikakana ( 7 ) : At the ‘ KhaUhaM \ the ‘ Yupdhuti ’ 
becomes excluded, 

SUTRA (9j. 

The act in question is eor the purpose of bringing about an 

OBJECT ; IT SHOITLD BE EXCLUDED, AS THERE WOULD BE NO NEED 
FOB IT ; THAT IT IS FOR THAT PURPOSE IS CLEAR FROM 
THE VeDIC text ITSELF. 



In oonneetion with the said Jyotistoma, there is the Agnisojmya-mim&.h 
sacrifice laid down in the text — ‘ One who, being initiated, saQrifiees the 
animal dedicated to Agni-Soma' ; — ^in connection with this latter, it has 
been declared — ‘ Yupamachchhefj/atci liotamjam., na hi dlhsitasydgnau jvhoti, 
djyanchdranihchdddya yupasydntiJce’ gnim inatMiva yupdhutim juhoti ’ 
[wherein the offering of the ‘ Yupdlmti \ ‘ Oblation at the Sacrificial Post 
has been laid down] ; — in connection with the ^ddyaskm sacrifice it has 
been declared that ‘ The KhaUbdU (Stake in the Threshing Yard) is the 
Sacrificial Post ’ [i.e. the stake in the yard is to be nsed as the Sacrificial 
Post]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — At the Sddyaskra sacrifice 
should, or should not, the Yupdhuti be offered at the Stake in the Threshing 
Yard’l 

The Furvapak^a view i? that “ it should be offered ; because, inas- 
much 08 the entire procedure has been tramf erred to the other context, all the 
details shotdd be performed (Su. 10. 1. 1) ”. 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The act in queatibn 
is for the purpose of bringing about an object ; that is, it is done with the 
view that through such-like embellishments, the Post becomes the 
‘ Sacrificial Post ’ ; this act has been laid down for the man who desires to 
secure a ‘ Sacrificial Post ’ ; hence on the ■ basis of the Vedic text, the 
embellishment (brought about by the Yupdhuti) is for the purposes of the 
Sacrificial Post ; the term ‘ achchha ’ in the text has the sense of ‘ securing ’ ; 
— now at the Sadyaakra, there. is no need for the ‘ Sacrificial Post’, as the 
animal is tied to the Stake in the Threahing Yard, which is not the ‘ Sacrificial 
Post ’ ; — consequently all those embellishments which, like the Yupdhuii, 
are for the purpose of bringing about the ‘ Sacrificial Post % become excluded, 
for the simple reason that there is, no need for the Post. — From all this it 
follows that the Yupdhuti at the Stake in the Threshing Yard is to be 
excluded. 



Adhikabana . (8) ; At the. ' Sadyaskra \ the ‘ Sthdmdhuti * 
is excluded. 

SUTRA (10). 

[PuKVAPAKSA]-—'' inasmuch as the ‘ TEEE-STUM.P ’ IS MENTIONEB 
OKLY AS INDICATING THE SPOT, IT. SHOULD BE TAKEN TO BE 
NOT EXCLUDED.” 

Bhdaya. 

In coHneetioa with aforesaid Agnlsomlya animal-sacrifice, we read — 
‘ Sthanau stharj/vaJmtim juhoti ’ [‘Offers the Sthdi^vahuti on the Sthdf^u (Tree- 
stump ’) [after the wood-piece has been cut off for making the Sacrificial 
Post, the stnmjj of the tree that remains is called ‘ Sthdnu ’]• 

Hence in connection with the Sadyashra, there arises the following 
question— At the Sadyaskra, should the Sthanvdhuti he offered — or not ? 
—In this connection, what lias got to bo considered is this — ^Is the Sthd'tivd- 
huti an act that helps the main sacrifice directly ? Or is it only an embellish- 
ment for the Sacrificial Post ? If it is an act that helps the main sacrifice 
directly, then it must be done (at the Sadyaskra) ; — ^while if it is only an 
embellishment of the Sacrificial Post, then it should be excluded. — “ In what 
way would it be an act helping the main sacrifice directly ? How, too, 
would it be an embellishment of the Sacrificial Post ? ” — If the sentence 
be construed to mean that ‘ one who desires to secure the Sacrificial Post 
shoulfi offer the Sthdnvahuti then this Ahuti becomes an embellishment of 
the Sacrificial Post ; — on the other hand, if the phrase ‘ Tupamachch^atd ’ 
(‘ by one desiring to secure the Sacrificial Post’) is not construed with the 
Context, then the Ahiili becomes an act helping the main sacrifice directly. 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ The offering 
in question Is an act helping the main sacrifice directly ; it is a generally 
rescogni&ed principle regarding the use of actions that ‘ what is accomplished 
subserves the purpose what is to he accomplished \ — ^Further, if- the offering 
in question were connected with the Sthdnu (Tree-stump), the need for which 
has ceasedj— in what way could it benefit the Sacrificial Post ? When 
something is done to a thing related to another, then- alone does it benefit 
the relative ; in the case in question however, the stump has been detached 
from the Sacrificial Post [hence there can be no such benefit]. — ^Then again, 
the Yupdhuti would be applicable, in common with others, to tlae Mkddashinl, 
— if it were an act helping the main sacrifice directly ; and in that case, 
it would not be necessary to assume an unheard of repetition of the offering. 
■— Lastly, it is an unqualified sentence that lays down the offering of the 
Sthdnvahut.i on the Tree-stump, and the Context would indicate the fact 
of the said Ahuti being offered on that particular Tree-stump from which 
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the wood-piece for the Sacrificial Post has been cut off. — From al! this it 
follows that the SihanavahtUi is an act helping the main sacrifice directly, 
and as such it should be offered at the Sddyashra, with a view to honour- 
the General Law.” 

Such is the Purmpakm view. — In answer to this, we have the following 
Siddhania — 


SUTRA (11). 

In BEALITY, IT SHOULD BE REGABDED AS AN EMBELLISHMENT OF IT, 
BECAUSE IT IS. SUBSIDIARY. 

BMsya. 

The phrase ‘ api m ’ {' in raality ’) signifies the rejection of the view set 
forth above. 

The offering in question .should be regarded as an embellishment of the 
Sncrifi.cia} Post. — “ Why ? ” — Because of the peculiarity of the Context. 
It is recognised that the Sthdnvahvti has been laid down for one who is 
desirous of securing the Sacrificial Post. Tf anyone holds the view that 
“ what the unqualified sentence lays down is only the Stump as the place 
for the offering ”, — ^he will have to assrune a result of this, — If one holds 
the view that “ in view of the Context, the offering should be regarded as 
helping the main sacrifice directly ”, — ^for him the general (wider) Context 
would be rejected by the particxjlar (narrower) Context. — ^As a matter of 
fact, the Sacri.ficial Post should be regarded as subsidiary to the Act (of 
Sacrifice), on the ground of its serving a useful purpose ; if then the offering 
were connected with it, — -it would serve only an imseen (transcendental) 
purpose, and then, if, it were to help the main sacrifice directly, — it would 
nec^sitate the assumption of a purpose or use for it ; and in that case a 
well-hnown fact would be set aside by reasoning ; just as in the case of the 
term Then again, after the need for the Stump has ceased, 

and it has become dissociated from the Sacrificial Post, the idea remains 
that it is related to the Sacrificial Post, — and on the basis of this idea, if the 
Yupdhuti is offered, this AhtUi becomes related to the Sacrificial Post : 
and hence it comes to be performed at the time of the cutting (of the wood- 
pieee for the Sacrificial Post) ; — ^just as, when a garland has been worn on 
the head by DemdaUa, and it is taken down, it is still regarded as related 
to Devadatta, and on the basis of that idea, it becomes desirable to endow 
it with such ‘ embellishment ’ as being kept in a clean place and so forth ; — 
so should it be in the case of the Sthdnvahuii also. — As regards the 
EkadasJvmi, as no emphasis Is me^t to be laid upon the place in close 
proximity, the Yupdhuti would be applicable to it in common with others. 
— From all this it follows that the more' reasonable view is tliat the offering 
in question is an embellishment of the Sacrificial Post [and as such it should 
not be performed at the Sddyashra], 



1650 


SHABABA-BHASYA ! 


SUTRA (12). 

The name also points to the same coholitsion. 



The name ‘ Sthanvdhuli ’ also applies to that dlmti (offering) in which 
the Sthanu (Tree-stump) is the predominant factor. — ^How ? — ^Because the 
term is to be treated as a Genitive Tatpurusa Sihanol}. ahviih'’ , ‘ the offering 
of the stump -the Genitive having the force of the Accusative ; and 
what the Accusative denotes is that which is the most desired. As for the 
Locative Tatpurusa [‘ SthdiMu ahviih the offering on the stump], this 
would involve an indirect indication and hence cannot be accepted. 

SUTRA (13). 

The woebs of the Mantra also point to the same cqnclhsion. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason we conclude that the offering in question is 
an embellishment (of the Sacrificial Post) : The reason is that the ivords of 
the Mantra also point to the same concluswn ; the Mantra is — ‘ Atastvandeva 
vanaapate viroha ’ ; this means — ‘ Inasmuch as yoxi have been lopped off 
by me, may you grow in manifold ways ’ ; these Mantra-words appear to 
be honouring the Sacrificial Post. — From this also it follows that the offering 
is an act of embellishment (of the Sacrificial Post), and as such should not 
be performed in connection with the Stake in the Threshing Yard (at the 
Sddyaskra sacrifice). 



Adhikarana (9) : The ^ Last Praydja^ is an act of 
embeUishme7it 

SUTRA (14). 

So ALSO IN THE CASE OF THE PbAYAJA ; AS THE SAME rEINCIPLE 
IS APPLICABLE TO IT. 

Bhdsya. 

Ill connection with the Dars/ia-PMrnam«sc( it is said — ' Uf-tatnah praydjo.h 
smMMrmn yajati \ 

In regard to tliis, there arises the question — ^Is this ‘ Uttama Praydja' 
(The Last Prayaja) — an act helping the main sacrifice directly ? Or is it an 
act of erabellislunent ? — ^Hence what we are going to consider is — At this 
Praydja, are the deities the same to whom the * Ajyahhdya'’ and other offer- 
ings are to be made ? Or are they other than those deities ? 

“ In what way would they be other deities and in what way the same 
as those in the Context ? ” 

If the words ‘ Svdhdhdram yajati ’ are taken as containing the injunction 
of the deity, then the deity at the Praydja would be different from those in 
the Context ; if, on the other hand, the deity of the Praydja is taken to be 
those that are indicated by the word.s of the Mantra ‘ Ye yajdniahe svdhdgnim, 
etc,’ [and not by the words ‘ SvahdJedram yajati ’), then the deities at the 
Praydja would be the same as those in the Context. 

On the above question, the Purvapahsa view is as follows : — “ The 
Praydja in question is an act directly helping the main sacrifice. To explain 
— It is an entirely different deity that is enjoined by the words ‘ SvaJid,- 
kdram yajati ’ ; in this way the deity of the offering would be got at directly 
from the Vedic text ; while under the other view it would have to be assumed 
on the basis of indication of the words of a Mantra. 

Objection — ‘This other deity (held to be enjoined by the words ^ Svd~ 
|. hdkdram yajati ’) cannot be spoken of by means of any such terras as ‘ agni ’ 

and the like; hence if that other deity were accepted, this would militate 
also against the use of the Mantra * Ye yajdmahe svdhdgnim \ 

“ Answer — ^There would be no militating against the use of this Mantra ; 
a single term can denote more than one thing ; for example, the term 
‘ Mata ’ denotes the Mother as also the meastirer (the person who does the 
measuring) ; when this term is used in such expressions as ‘ Maid cha 
paramam daivatam samd cha puire§u ’ [‘ The Mdtd is the highest divinity, 
equally inclined towards sons it is taken as denoting the Mother ; while 
when appearing in such expressions as ‘ MdM samah ksiprasheha ’ [‘ The 
Mdtd is equable and quick it is taken as denoting the measurer of grains. 
— Similarly, when terras like agni' are used in MarrUrm that are used 
at the sacrifice offered to the deity named ‘ Svdhdkdra they would be under - 
j stood to be denotative of that deity. In this way a well-known act 
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comiected with the sacrifice wotild come to be accomplished, in the shape of 
what helps it directly.—From all this it follows that the UUama Prayaja is 
an act that helps the main sacrifice directly.” 

In answer to the above we have the following SiMhanta : — So also in 
the case of the Prctyafa, as the same principle is applicable to it. It has 
been said above that ‘the SthdnvaJmti in an act of embellishment’; this 
same idea is applied to the present case by means of the particle ‘ cha ’ 
(‘ also ’) in the Suira ; the sense being that ‘ the TJttama-Prayafa is an act 
of embellishment ’ ; it is for this reason that they declare that the deities 
of this Praiyaja are the same as those to whom the ‘ Ajyabhdga ’ and other 
sacrificial offerings are made.—** Why so ? ” — ^Because the deific character 
does not belong to Svahakdra ; the deific character is signified either by the 
Kdminal affix or by the Dative ending ; — ^in this case (in the sentence ‘ Svd- 
hdkdrarm yafaU ’) there is neither the Nominal affix nor the Dative ending ; — 
hence this cannot be taken as aninjtmotion of the deity. In fact, the Accusa- 
tive ending {in ^ Svdhdkdram') clearly signifies that the ‘ Svahakdra ‘‘ is in 
apposition to sacrifice ’ ; hence it follows that the term Svdhdhdra ’ denotes 
a saoriftce, just like ‘ Samid ’ and other terms. 

Says the Opponent — “If, on the strength of the Accusative ending 
you take the term ‘ Svahakdra ’ to be denotative of the sacrifice, then that 
sacrifice (which is denoted by the term * SvShakdra') must be an act that 
helps the main sacrifice directly ; because the Aocnsative ending signifies 
what is the most desired 

The answer to this is as follows : — In view of this objection, the Suira 
has added the term * because the same principle is applicable to it ’ ; that is, 
that same principle is applicable to this case which has been applied to the 
case of the ‘ Sthdnvdbuti *, — ^i.e. * it should be regarded as an embellishment 
of it, because it is subsidiary ’ (Su. 10. 1. 11). At the Afyabhdga and other 
offerings, Agni and the other deities are subsidiaries,— -and the sacrifice become 
useful only when it is offered to them. Under the other view, the sacrifice 
would be useless, and hence the mention of the Deity in connection with 
that sacrifice wotild also be useless. "When there is a likelihood of the 
sacrifice being an ‘ embellishment * of the Deity, we cannot assume any 
•other use for that sacrifice; and so long as it is possible for ‘ Agw’ and 
other terms to be taken in their own natural denotations, there can b© no 
justification for assuming the entirely unknown fact that they denote 
a different Deity in the shape of jSfmhaifcam. 

From all this it follows that the Uttama-Pmydja serves the piu’pose ot 
‘embellishing’ the Deity; and throng the embellisliment' due to the 
remembrance of the Deity, that same sacrifice brings about a transceiidental 
result also. 

SOTRA (15). 

Also because we Ensno au indicative text. 

BMaya. 

In support of the said conclusion we have an locative text also, — 
‘ What text ? ” — ^In connection with the Ghdtvrmdsya sacrifice, we find 



165a 


ADHYIyA X, PADA I, ADHIKABANA (9), 

the f oilowing Mantra speaking of certain common, deities : ‘ Smhdgnim— 
avaha aomam — svahd savitaram — svahd aarasvatlm — avdha pu^arbam ’ ; and the 
rise of this Mantra is explicable only on the basis of the sacrifice being an 
‘ embellisliment ’ of the Deity ; under the other view, it would have to be 
regarded only as serving a transcendental purpose. — ^For thjs reason also, 
'the Uttatna-Praydja should be regarded as an act of embellishment of the 
Deity. 

‘ The use of this AdMharana lies in the following — ^In the ease of the 
Saurya and other sacrifices where there are diverse deities, the names of 
deities connected with the Archet3^e are not to be excluded, — according 
to the Purvapaksa ; while according to the Siddhanta, they become excluded. 



Adhikarana (10) : The ^ Agni' -sacrifice is an act directly 
helping the rmin sacrifice. 

SUTRA (16). 

[PfjEYAPAKSAj— “ The same should be the case with the ‘Ijya- 

BHAGA ’ OFEEBING TO AgHI” IF THIS IS UEGED AS THE PORVAPAKSA 
[then the answer is as given in the next Sutra]. 

BMsya. 

There are the Darsha-Puniamdsa sacrifices laid down in the test — 
‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purnamasa sacrifices ’ ; 
—in connection with these it is declared—' Ajyabhagau yajati ’ [‘ offers the 
Ajyabhdga oblations ’] ; — and the following is yet another declaration in the 
same connection — ‘Tmi hodmtuh Jcimdmyostatah syaditi, yasyai kasyaichid- 
devatdyai havirnirvapamstadvdm purastaddjyasya yajanniti tasmdd yasyai 
kasyaichid devatdyai havirnirvapanti te purastdday'ya-hhdgdvagmsomabtiyaM 
yajanti tau na saumye’dhvare na pashau' ; [where two ‘ Ajyabhdga oblajtions’ 
are spoken of as to be offered to Agni and Soma]. 

In regard to this there arises the question— In the case of the two 
‘ Ajyabhdga oblations ’ offered to Agni and Soma, is the oblation offered to 
Agn,i — ^the Agni-sacrifice — for the purpose of embellishing the Deity ? Or 
for directly helping the main sacrifice ? 

■On this question, if the Purvapak§a view is that ^Hhe same should be 
the ease with the Ajyabhdga-ofieTing to Agtii ; — ^i.e. like the Uttama-Praydja, 
it should be regarded as an embellishment, became it is subsidiary (Su. 11) ” — 
.[then the Siddhdnta in answer to that view' is as follows] — 

SUTRA (17). 

[Siddhanta] — Because of the actual mention, it must be 

A DISTINCT DEITY. 



It is not right to hold that the Ajyahhdga-dblsAiGnB are the embellish” 
rnent of the Deity ; in fact, they are acts 'directly helping the main sacrifice. — 
'‘Why ?” — Became of the actual mervbioni it is understood that the Deity 
[Agni) to whom the oblation in question is offered is distinct from the Agni 
of the main sacrifice, — “What is that men^^on ? ” — ^It is the MatUra — ‘ Agni- 
magna dvaha, somarmvaba, agnimdvqha ’ ; which contains an invocation of 
the deities; — ^with a view to secure the offering of oblations to all these 
deities; and to avoid all mistakes, this invocation enumerates the deities; 
—in this enumeration, Agni is mentioned twice ; this is explicable only if' 
the two deities spoken of by the term ‘ agni ’ are distinct ; otherwise one 
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would be bewildered by the increase in the number. As for the enumera- 
tion, that is equally there for both \dew's (the Purvapaksa as well as the 
SiddMnta) ; in fact, under yom view' (that there is only one Deity of the 
name ‘Agni^), the intervention oP'A'oma’ between the two ‘ Agnis^ would 
disturb the order of the enumeration. Further, when a w'ord is used more 
than once, and is intervened by another word, it mentions the Deitj' as 
P* distinct. For instance, in the sentence — ’’ Brcihmana agatah, vrsala dgatah, 

brdhmdna agatah w'e have the enumeration of two distinct Brahmanas ; 
similarly in the ease in qxiestion, there is mention of tw'O Agnis. 

Says the Opponent — “This mention is a mere indicative; you should 
state some reason.” 

Tliia reason is stated in the follow'ing Sutra — 

^ SUTRA ( 18 ). 

Also BECAUSE OF EQUALITY. 

Bhdsya. 

The following is the reason (in support of the Suldhdnta) — In this case 
the Sacrifice is ‘ equal ’ to the Deity ; that is, the Deity has been iiientioned 
in connection with the main Sacrifice, and the Sacrifice also has been 
mentioned in another sentence ‘ Ajyahhdgau yajaii ’ ; hence between th^e 
tvfcy— -Sacrifice and Deity — ^both of which serve useful purposes, — the most 
reasonable comse is to take the Deity as subserving the purposes of the 
Sacrifice ; because it is well know'n that the Sacrifice is a subsidiary that 
helps directly. — ^Without a Deity, there can be no Sacrifice hence the 
Sacrifice always needs a Deity ; — certainly the Deity of the main Sacrifice 
does not need another Sacrifice ; — and when one thing is needed bjj' another, 
the former is regarded as subserving the purposes of the latter ; — hence 
it follows that the Deity subserves the purposes of the Sacrifice. 

Further, there is ‘equality’ also between the Sacrifice in question and 
other such sxrbsidiaries as help the main Sacrifice directty. — “ How ? ” — 
It is described in the following text — ‘ The two J!yAam-offerings are the two 
|i fingers of the Sacrifice, — ^the two J^’yaiMya-offerings are its eyes, — the 

Prayaja-sacrificea are its armour, — also the Sacrificer’s armour, tending to the 
suppression of his enemy ’ [where the Sacrifice is likened to such directly 
helpful things as fingers and eyes and arrmur\ 



Adb;ikaeana (11) : The ^ Pashu-puroddsha\ Sacrifice is 
an ‘ embellishment ’ of the Deity, 

SUTRA (19). 

[P0BVAPAK.SA] — “ So ALSO IN THE CASE OE TEE AnIMAL-SACBII'ICE 
IF THIS IS URGED [then the answer is as given in the 
next Sutra]. 

Bhasya. 

In eomiection with the Jyoti§toma, there is the Agnlsmilya-animah 
sacrifice, laid down in the text—' Asomam mhantyagnina pratitisthawti 
.... yo diksito yadagnlsomiyam pashumdlabhate mrimapds'hdbhyam sa 
muehyate ’ and in connection with this animal-sacrifice, there is the 
following declaration — ‘ Agnl§om%yasya vapayd pracJiarya agni^omlyam 
pashu-puroddaha-nianunirmpanii ’ [where the offering of the Meat-cake, 
Faahu-puro^daha, is laid down]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is this offering of the Meat- 
cake an act directly helping the main sacrifice ? Or does it serve the purpose 
of ‘ embellisliing ’ the Deity ? 

On this question, the Furvapaksa view is as follows ; — and here the 
argument that had been put forward under the Adhikarana on Praydja, — 
even though refuted, — ^is yet again revived on the ground of some 
peculiarity — “ So also in the case of the Animal-sacrifice ; if you think that 
there is a doubt as to this being an act directly helping the main sacrifice 
or an embellishment of the Deity, — then our view is that in the case of the 
Animal-sacrifice- also, the offering is an act that directly helps the main 
sacrifice ; because tliis is the well-known function of actions. — ^Then again, 
the term ' agnl§omlya ’ is formed with a N'ominal affix and the Deity enters 
into it as the subordinate factor ; — ^in connection with the Animal-sacrifice 
also the same term with the Nominal affix is mentioned with great force, 
in the supplementary sentence, as signifying jPire ; but this does not neces- 
sarily mean that it must signify the same in connection with the Meat- 
cake. — From all this it follows that, on the ground of usage, the sacrifice in 
question must be taken to be an act that directly helps the main sacrifice.” 

SUTRA (20). 

[SiddhInta] — Not so; because of the declaration of iDENTiry. 

Bhasya. 

‘ Na ’ is the term that denies what has been said above. 

The sentence ‘ Asomam vaJumti agnind pratUi§fhainti ’ is a declamatory 
declaration ; so that, if it is on the basis of such a declamation that the 
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Deity of the Animal-sacrifice is to be regarded as distinct from the Deity of 
the Meat-cake-offering, — ^then, on the basis of a similar declamatCon, fch® 
Deity in both cases should be regarded to be the same ; for we have the 
declaration to the effect that— ‘The Meat-cake has the same Deity ats the 
Animal-sacrifice — ^Hence the support of .a declamatory declaration being 
equal in both cases, the conclusion is that the Meat-cake-offering is an act 
of embellislxment for the Deity, 

StJTRA (21). 

Also because we find as in-dicative text. 

Bhasya. 

For the following reason also we hold that the Meat-cake offering is 
an act of embellishment of the Deity. — “ For what reason ? ” — ^The reason 
is that there is an indicative text also which supports this view : In con- 
nection with the series of Meat-cake-offerings, we find it laid down that * a 
bull should be sacrificed to Indra-Vajrin ’ ; and in this connection there is a 
couple of Ydjyamivdhyd speaking of the common Deity — ‘ Indram muhi 
y^jriryim stoinaprstham snuhi shuram vajrinam mpraUtam ’ ; tins declara- 
tion is explicable only if the offering in question is an apt of embellishment, 
not otherwise. 

From all this it follows that the Meat-cake-offering serves the purpose 
of embellishing the Deity of the Animal-sacrifice. 

SUTRA (22). 

[Restal&mera of PurvapaJcsa]~‘ In' fact (the Deity) should be 

REGABDED AS A SUBSIDIABY DETAIL, LIKE THE PaNS ; 

ALSO BECAUSE IT IS A MODIFICATION OF WHAT 
IS A SUBSIDIARY DETAIL.” 

Bhasya. 

The same argument is re-stated, with a view to add something new. — 
The term ‘ vd ’ (‘ in fact ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth above. 

“ The Deity should be regarded- as a subsidiary detail ; as tliis would 
be in keeping with its well-known character of directly helping the main 
sacrifice. That it will be subsidiary to more than one act would be like 
the case of the Pan ; the Pan is subsidiary to the cooking as also to the 
removing of the chaff \ similarly the same Agni-Soma would be subsidiary to 
the Animal-sacrifice as well as to the Meat-cake-offering. Such being the 
case, the action, that has been laid down as subsidiary to the Agni-Soma 
connected with the Darska-Purnmndsg and as being the means of accom- 
plishing the sacrifice, would, without any inconsistency, apply to the same 
deities as subsidiaxy to the offering in question ; otherwise, it could not 
apply to the two deities when they fbrm the predominant factor and serve 
an entirely different function. As a matter of fact however, we find the 
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8vi§takrt-offmng which is left undefined.— From this also it follows that 
the offering in question directly helps the main sacrifice.— Then again, at 
the Sautrdmani sacrifice, the cakes dedicated to Indra, Varur^ and Savitr 
are not brought, from the context of the Animal-sacrifice, to those animal - 
sacrifices which have Ashwin, Sarasvati and Suddman for their deities ; — 
while they would be so brought in if the offering were an act of embellishment ; 
and it has been already explained that the, mention of its serving the 
purpose of covering up the ‘ holes * is a purely commendatory declamation.— 
From this also it follows that the offering in question is an act directly helping 
the main sacrifice.” 

StiTBA (23). 

IPurvapaksa’s argument answer^] — bbality, it SHOtrLu* be begabded 

AS A3Sf ACT OF EMBELLISHMENT OF THE DeITY ; BEOAHSE IT IS 
A SirBS.IDIAB,Y,— LIKE THE ‘ SvIHAKABA ’ ; SPECIALLY 
BECAUSE SUBSIDIABY DETAILS ABE CON- 
NECTED WITH A PUBPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘api vd’ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth above. 

The offering in question is not an act that directly helps the main 
sacrifice ; it should he regarded as an embellishment of it — ^i.e. of the Deity. — 
“ Why ? '"'■^Because it is a subsidiary ; i.e. because the Deity serves a useful 
purpose; — Whence, just as the ‘ ^wa/iaMm ’-sacrifice is regarded as an act of 
embellishment of the Deity, on the ground that, otherwise, it would serve 
no useful purpose, — ^similarly should it be in the case in question also. — 
Specially because subsidiary details are connected with a purpose ; i.e. in the 
sentence in question we find that there is connection with a purpose. — 
Hence it follows that the offering in question cannot be an act directly 
helping the main sacrifice. Because such details as enter into the very 
constitution of the sacrifice are far superior to those that help it directly. 

It has been argued (under Su. 19) that — “ There is mention of the Deity 
by the word with the Nominal affix, where the Deity forms the subordinate 
factor ” ; but such mention is made also in those cases where the connection of 
the Deity is enjoined by means of a word of which the Deity forms the pre- 
dominant factor. — ^Further, a perceptible purpose is always superior to the 
imperceptible (transcendental) one. — From all this it follows that the offer- 
ing in question is an act of embellishment of the Deity. 

SUTBA (24). 

The mention oe ‘ defect ’ also as due to the divebsity (points 

TO THE SAME CONOLUSTON) ; AS IT IS FOB THAT PUBPOSE. - 

Bhdsya, 

For the following reason also, the offering in question is an act of 
i;nibellislxment. In connection with the Savirdmani sacrifice, it is said that 
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there is a ‘ defect ’ due to the ‘ divei-sity ’ of deities ; and this is explicable 
only if the offering is an embellishment of the Deity ; the text being as - 
follows :• — ‘ That which is a defect in the Sautrdmanl is a good point in this 
— ^viz. that the deities of the Meat-cakes are distinct from those of the 
Animals’. 


SUTRA (25). 

It is so even in the case of the SUBOBBINATE PAOTOE ”, — THIS 
BE TJEGEB {then the answer wiD be as in the following 8utra]. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “You think that the mention of ‘defect’ can 
be explicable only if the offering in question is an act of embellishment. 
— But that is not right ; because the mention of ‘ defect ’ cannot be 
explained even under the view that the offering is an act of embellishment ; 
because in reality there is no ‘ defect ’ there ; as the sacrifice becomes more 
perfect by reason of the Oakes having diverse deities. The text says — ‘ It 
is the good point in this that the Cakes have deities different from those of 
the Animals — ^Tiuis the objection being applicable te both views should 
not be urged against one only. In fact, just as the mention of ‘ defect ’ 
would be a declamatory assertion under the view that the offering is an 
act of embellishment, — so, under the other view also, it would be a decla- 
matory assertion.” 

StJTRA (26). 

NoT'SO ; BBOAIJSE THEBE IS ilO HAEM ; JUST AS IN THE CASE 

OF THE Pans. 



It is not so ; because under your view there has been no harm (wrong) ; 
- — -just 08 in the case of the Pans, if the chaff is all removed -by means of a 
single Pan, there is no harm done to the other Pans, — so in the case in ques- 
tion, if the Meat-cake-sacrifice is offered to another Deity, there is no harm 
done to the Deity of the Animal-sacrifice ; and under the circumstances, 
there would be the mention of ‘defect’ when, in reality, there has been no 
defect at all.-^Under our view, on the other hand, there is harm done to 
the subsidiary in the shape of the indication of the Deity. — ^As for the 
assertion — that ‘ the defect also becomes a perfection — it is something 
’entirely different. In fact, when the word ‘ defect ’ is used where there has 
been no harm or wrong done, it is clear that the signification of words has 
not been grasped. 
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SUTRA (27). 

The deities abe common with those oe the ‘Cups’; and the 
assertion is based upon that ; BECAUSE IT IS FOE 
THE SAKE OF THAT. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also the offering should be taken as an act of 
embellishinent ; — The assertion — i.e. the assertion of the Cakes, — is based 
upon the fact that at the Sautramanl, the deities are common with those of the 
(jups ; — this assertion being to the effect that ‘ There are no Cakes of these 
animals ; these animals have the Cups for their Cakes It is not that 
the Oakes are not there; the assertion that ‘the Cups are their Oakes’, or 
‘they have the Cups for their Cakes’, is based upon, the observation that 
there is no embellishment by means of offerings to diverse deities. — “ What 
is the similarity betw’een the Oups and the Gahes ? ” — ^The similarity is 
that they serve the purpose of embellishment ; and this would be possible 
only if the Cakes also served the purpose of embellishing the deities. — From 
all tills it follows that the niore reasonable view is that the offering is an 
act of embellishment. 

- S0TRA (28). 

It is in the absence of the Cups that there is the assertion. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text — ‘ Naitasya pashorgraham grh-^mnti, puroddshavdne§a 
pashuh ’ [‘ They do not take up the Cup of this Animal, it has only the 
Cake — ^Here ‘ the absence of the Cup ’ has been spoken of as being due 
to the presence of the Meat-cake, — ^which shows that the ‘ Cup ’ and the 
‘ Cake ’ are meant to serve the same purpose. — ^Now it has been already 
found that the ‘ Cup ’ is for the purpose of ‘ embellishing ’ the deity ; and 
hence the said assertion would be explicable only if the Cake also were taken 
as serving the same purpose (of embellishing the Deity). 

SUTRA (29). 

Fuethee, it is well known that the Deity is the occasionee : 

HENCE IT indicates (THE SiDDHANTA VIEW). 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also we conclude that the offering is an act 
of embellishment : There is the text—' Agnibhyah kdmebhyah pashava 
ahhhyanie, kamd vd agnayah, dgnMyah puro^hd bhavanti, dgneyd hi pasha- 
vah where the Cakes are spoken of as ‘ occasioned ’ (due to> the deities ; 
and this shows that the Meat-cakes are meant to serve the purpose of 
embellishing the Deity. 
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S0TBA (30). 

The coHNBcnox is ihcompatible, as the conditiohs abb 
PBESBNT; as in the case OE the TEBM ‘ShBTA ’ ; AND 
IT WOULD BE A ‘ MODIFICATION ’ OF THE SDB- 
SIDIABY FACTOB. 

Ehdsya. 

It has been argued (under Sii. 22) that ‘The detail pertaining to the 
subsidiaries could not appertain to the Principals’. — The answer to that is 
as follows : The connection, of the details with the Agmqomlya-offerings 
would not be incompatible, even though these latter are principal offerings. 
-—“■Why I” — Because the conditions are present ; i,e. even though these 
offe^gs are ‘ principals yet, inasmuch as they bring about the acoom- 
phshmant of the main sacrifice, they are ‘means’ to that accomplishment 
(and to that extent ‘subsidiary’); and as such they could very well be 
connected with the detafis in question ; — just as in the case of the term 
‘ Shrta ’ ; i.e. in the case of the expression ‘ Rice cooked in boiled milk — 
rice cooked in' curds*,. even though. the Boiled Milk and the Curds are 
meant for being, offered (and in that sense prirhcipals), yet they serve the 
purposes . of the Pranttd vessel, and as such become connected' with the 
related details ; and there is no incompatibility in that. 


SUTRA (31). 

It woitld sbbvb two pubposbs ; sfch being the declabation of the 

Veda ; its modificatoby chabactee has been assebted on 

THE GEOUND THAT IT SEBVES THAT PFBPOSE IN THE CASE 
OF DIVEBSITY.OF DEITEBS. — ^It HAS BEEN ASSEBTED 
THAT “ IT IS ONLY A DECLAMATOBY STATEMENT ” 

{and the answer to that is. as in the next 
Sutra], 

Ehdsya. 

It has been argued by the Opponent that— “ the Oakes dedicated to 
Indra, Yaruna and Saviir would become- dissociated from the context of 
the Savtrdmanl — ^The answer to this is as follows : — It would serve two 
purposes; i.e. the sacrifice, would serve the purposes of ‘embellishing the 
Deity ’ as well as that of ‘ covering the holes ’ ; as both of these have been 
declared in the Veda. Consequently, by the mere fact of its serving the 
purpo.se of ‘ covering the holes * in the case of diverse deities, it would not 
become dissociated from the Context ; in fact it would feraain in the same 
Context, as a modificatory sacrifice. 

It has been asserted that “ even {hia is a merely declamatory statement ” ; 
— ^the answer to that is as follows — 



1662 


SHABARA.-BHASyA : 


SUTRA {32), 

Thebe being a bivbesity of deities, thebe is a modifica- 
tion OF NAMES. 

Bhdsya. 

In that case (i.e; if it is purely declamatory) ‘dissociation from * 

Context ’ would be avoided in the following maimer : As for ilto ‘ omb'dii.-!. ■ 
ment of the Deity it cannot be set aside by being dissociated from tiio 
Context ; — at the Sautrdmam, the Cakes that come in by vii-tuo of tlvi- 
General Law are those with common deities ; so that Jn that case tiio term-:. 

^indm' and the rest can be expressive only of those deities hat m-o coo- 

neoted with the Animal -saerifioe. — “How so ? ” — It is understood that tii. , | 

names that have been mentioned are really those of these latter doities. bia:- i 

they appear only in their partial forms and accompanied by other letters ; 

it is quite possible for component parts to signify the composite whole a no 

thereby signify what is denoted by that whole ; as is found in the ease: of 

‘ gSm \ and such other corrupt words [where the cow comes to be expressed 

by the letter ‘ jya which forms part of the term ‘ po ' which is what really 

denotes the cow} -also in the following Mantra related to the deity 

Sarasvatl — ' Nimrhaya prajdm vishvhsya brsayasya mdyinah\ the tenn 

‘ hfisaya ’ signifies what is really denoted by the term ‘ hrhat \ — “ But why is 

all this assumption made ? ” — ^Because in comieetion with the sacxifiees 

that are meant to serve the purpose of embellishing the deities, if other 

(foreign) deities were to be mentioned, they would be entirely useless. — 

Hence we conclude that the names of deities connected with Cakes are only 
modified forms of the names of those connected with the Animal-sacrifice. 

SOTRA (33). 

Ob, thebe may be bbfetition ; as in the case of the Pbaya jas, 

ONE POBTION OF IT WOULD HAVE ANOTHEE DeITY. 

Bhdsya, I 

The term ‘ va ’ (‘or’) here does not imply the rejection of the above > 

view ; it only introduces another argument in support of the view that the 
offering in question is an act of embellishment. 

In fact, the names need not be taken as modified forms of other names ; 
the names could be so taken, if there were no other means of establishing 
the view that the offering in question is an act of embellishment; as a 
matter of fact however, this view can be established even without taldng 
the names as ‘ modifications ’. — “ How ? ” — There would be repetition of 
the Cake -offering ; at this the Deity of the Animal-sacrifice as well as the 
Cake come in by virtue of the General Law ; for the Deity of the Animal- 
sacrifice, there is another substance laid down in the form of the ‘Cup’, 
and a different Deity for the ‘Cake”; the element of ‘offering ’ (‘sacrifice ’) 
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remains the same (unmodified) in both eases; and this sacrifice should have 
to be performed as connected with the deities of the Animal-sacrifice, as' 
also with the Oup — both these cannot be possible without the sacrifice 
being repeated so that naturaUy the sacrifice comes to be repeated ; — 
and of this sacrifice one portion would have another Deity, — as in the case 
of the Praydja ; for instance, at the Animal-sacrifice, though all the five 
Praydjas are admissible by virtue of the General Law, it i6 the number, of 
only ‘ one portion ’ that has been actually enjoined; and as this cannot be 
possible without repetition, the Prayajas come to be repeated ; and when 
they are repeated, one portion of them has different deities in the shape of 
Dura-U^dsd-Naktd and so forth. — ^In the same manner, in the case in 
question also, there would be repetition of the Cake-offering; — ^so that 
there would be no dissociation from the Context, even mider the view that 
the offering in question is an act of embellishment. 


Adhikabana (12) : In the senteyice ‘ Saitrya fwhm'um mr- 
vapet \ the term ‘ charu ’ stands for ' odana % 

‘ Cooked Bice 

SUTRA (34). 

The ‘Charu’ ftHOUfD be taken as a eobm of the offering - 

MATERIAL, BECAUSE IT IS CONNECTED WITH THE ACT OF 

‘ SACRIFICE 

Bhasya. 

The Charu is spoken of in the sentence- — ‘ Sauryahcharum nirvapet 
hrahamvarchasakamah ’ [‘ One desiring Brahmic glory should offer Charu 
to Surya ’]. The Saurya, offering to Siirya, is a modification (an ectype) of 
the igneya, offering to Agni, as has been established under the Sutra 8. 1. 
28 — ‘ It should be restricted to that of one act on the ground of there being 
a single thing (deity) ; specially because it is an ectype and ij dependent 
upon what has gone before [The ‘ Agneya ’ consists of ‘ the offering of a 
cake baked on eight pans to Agni ; and the ‘ Saurya ’ being an ectype of this 
AgnJeya, it takes the details that should be modifications of the details of 
the Agneya.'\ 

The question that arises is — (A) Does the ‘ Charu \ laid down in con- 
nection with the Saurya, mean the modification of the offering-material (i.e. 
the offered at the Agneya) ? — Or the modification of the Pan (used at 
the Agrmya for baking the Cake) ? — (B) If it means a modification of the 
offering -material, then, is the offering-substance modified through the Pot 
or tlirough the Odana ? 

On this question, the view that presents itself is that the ‘ Charu ' slu>uld 
be regarded as involving the modification of the offering-substance ; — 
why ? — because it is conne(Aed with the adt of sacrifice ; what is enjoined in 
regard to the ‘ Charu ’ is expressed by the Nominal affix in the woixl 
‘ Saury am in the sentence ‘ Sauryam charum nirvapU ’ ; which shows that 
the Charu'* is for the purpose of the sacrifice ; and hence it must be 
regarded as the modification of the offering-substance. 

SUTRA (35). 

[PObvabaksaI — “ Because what ls generally known shoui.d 

BE ACCEPTED.” 

Bhd§ya. 

The conclusion arrived at in the- preceding being accepted (by 

both parties), the following view is stated (as Purvapaksa) in regard to the 
further question (B) stated above ; — ** The Cham is a modification of the 
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offering -subsiance, and tins modification is done through the Pot, because 
‘uAai is gm&‘ally known should be accepted ', the most reasonable conrse. is to 
SKroept what is well recognised ; the term ‘ Charu ’ is generally known from the 
Himalaya to Cape Comorin as standing for the Pot ; as a matter of fact, all 
over the coimtry, from the Himalaya down to Gape Comorin, the term 
‘ Charii ’ is found to be used in the sense of the Pot. Hence it follows that 
^ it is through the Pot that the offering-substance is modified [i.e. at the 

Saurya sacrifice, the substance offered remains the Cake, the same as at the 
Agneya, — ^the only modification that that substance undergoes is that it 
is baktid in the Pot instead of in the Pan].” 

SUTRA (36). 

k tSlDDHANTA] — I n BEALITY, IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS THE ‘ CoOKED 

KiCE BECAUSE OF THE CONNECTION WITH ‘ FOOD 
BMsya. 

The term ‘ Oharu ’ is used in the sense of Cooked Bice also : in the 
present case, it is more reasonable to take the term as standing for the 
■Cooked Rice than for the Pot. — “ Why 7 Because of the connection with 
Jood ; i.e. all cultured people offer sacrifices to deities with substances ikai 
can be eaten, not with what cannot be eaten; — ^from the practice, of these 
^cultured people we infer the Smrti, and from the Smrti, the basis of Vedic 
text.-— Hence it follows that the offering- substance is modified through Ooojfced 
Mice [i.e. it is Cooked Rice that is offered in place of the Cahe\ 

SOTRA (37). 

‘lOhQedtion continued ] — “ It cannot be so ; because in that case 

THE TBBM WOULD :BtAVE TWO MEANINGS. 




“ The term ‘ Charu ’ cannot be taken as denoting the Cooked Rice 
why ? — ^because in that case, it would come to have two meanings ; 
mad as it is well known as denoting the Pot, its action in signifying the 
■Cooked Rice would have to he regarded as indirect indicoiion, based upon 
the connection (of the Bice) with the Po^.— Then again, in the case of such 
words, it is not right to attribute to them more than one meaning. — Hence 
it must be admitted that the offering-substance is modified through the 
Pot. — ^It has been urged that — ‘ Cultured people offer sacrifices to deities 
with such things as can be eaten, and hence there must be a Smfti in support 
of such practice — The answer to this is as follows : — ^This inference that has 
been put forward is refuted by the directly perceptible text to the contrary ; 
from the directly perceptible text we learn that the sacrifice is to be per- 
formed with the Pot. — ‘ How so ? ’ — Because it is well known that the term 
‘ Charu * signifies the Pot ; so that there can he no justification for taking 
the term ‘ Charu ’ in its indirect figurative sense on the basis of mere usage ; 
— even if such an assumption were made, it would mean the rejection; of 
the direct signification of the word by usage ; and this cannot be right ; in 
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fact, it would be right to regard the usage itself as wrong, in view of the- 
direot significatioa of the word ; as we find in, the case of the sentences — 

‘ Shulaishcha mdaarena cMvabhrtharmbhyavayanti % ‘ Praj&jpaiyam cAarum 
nirvapet shatakrmalamdyitskdniah (?).” 

SUTRA (38). 

[Objection continued — second Purvapaksa put forward]— ‘ In bbaltty, the 

‘ ChARTJ ’ MtlST BE TAKEN AS INVOLVING THE MODIli’ICATION OF 

THE Pan ; in a case of doubt, the matter is deter- 
mined BY ‘ UTXLITY ’ AND ‘ REASON 

BMsya. 

“ In fact, the very first proposition — that the ‘ GItaru ’ is a modification 
of the offering -substance — cannot be proved ; In regarding it as a modifica- 
tion of the Pot, it would be necessary to assume, from Practice, the Vedie 
text as the basis oi the Smrti (on which the Practice would be based); — 
lastly, if the modification were tlnough Cooked Rice, then it woiild necessitate 
the assumption of an. indirect figmative meaning for the term, on the basis 
of its connection with the Pot ; — but there is yet another way available : 
that the ' Gharu'* be taken as the modification of the Pan..— -For these 
reasons, the particle ‘ vd ’ (in the Sutra) should be taken as rejecting ail the 
aforesaid views and we put forward the view that the ‘ Charu ’ is a modifiett- 
tion of the Pan.— -The modification of the, Pan also is of use to Surya ; hence 
it can be spoken of as ‘ Saury a ’.—There is reason also in support of the 
view in the shape of the fact that cooking can be done in the Pot. — ^Thus 
there being some doubt regarding the view that ‘ Gharu ’ is a modification 
of the offering -substance, we should accept the view that it involves a modi- 
fication of the Paw,” 

SUTRA (39). 

{Objection and Purvapaksa {B) continued] — “ Also because thebe is a 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE SECONDARY AND THE PbIMABY.” 

BMsya. 

“ There is a clear difference between the Secondary and the Primary ; 
it may be right to sot aside the Secondary ; but it can never be right to set 
aside the Primary ; this has been explained under Sii. 12. 2. 25.” 

SUTRA (40). 

[Objection and Purvapaksa . (B) “ Also because when the 

‘ Charu ’ is spoken of, another offeiung-substange is 

MENTIONED.” 

Bhasya. 

“ In a case where the Gharu is spoken of, there is mention of another 
offering-substancci — ‘ Prdjapatydm- ghrte charum nirmpU shatakrsnalarndyits-- 
kSmah % where the offering -material mentioned is ‘ 100 gold-pieces and 
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the Chmu is only something related to that substance. That gold -pieces 
can be used for offering is clearly shown by the text that says — ‘ Oiie- 
maki’s offerings of four Krsnakts each.” 

SUTRA (41). 

[Objection and Purvapaksa (B) concluded] — “ Also because we eind 

A TEXT INDICATIVE OF THE SAME CONCLUSION.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ There is the declaration — ‘ MdruiancharunnirvapM prfmndm dugdhe 
praiyangavam grdrmkdmah ’ where the offering-substance mentioned is the 
Priyangu-GOvxi cooked in milk ; — as for the GJiaru it is a product of Olay 
fin the shape of the Pan), and not a product of Priyangu-covxia. — ^Hence the 
offering-substance is something entirely different, and the Gharu involves- 
only a modification of the Pan.” 

SUTRA (42). 

to objection and Purvapaksa (5)] — ^In fact, it should be: 

UNDEBSTOOD AS ‘ OdaNA ’ (CoOKED RiCE) ; BECAUSE 

OF THE USE. 

Bhdsya. 

From the use of the Nominal affix — in the expression ‘ Sauryashcharuh 
kartavyah ’ — ^it follows that the ‘ Gharu ’ is a modification of the offering- 
aubatance. According to the Purvapak§a view, the action taken in accordance 
with the injunction * Sauryah charuh kartavyah ’ would be that the Cake 
would be offered (but cooked in a pot) ; — if this were done, then thf idea 
derived from the injunction, that ‘ it is the Gharu that should be offered and 
thereby' connected with Surya would become set aside ; — so that in offering 
the Cake, the connection established with Surya would be of a thing that is in- 
capable of such connection, and not of that which is capable. — ^If then, the 
original offering -substance {Cake) is modified (at the Saurya sacrifice), — then 
the modification should be by means of the Cooked Rice ; because from the 
Himalaya down to Cape Comorin, the term ‘ Gharu ’ is recognised as 
denoting Gooked Rice ; and in that case we secure the proper connection 
(with the Deity) of something to he eaten. 

It lias been argued (in Su. 37) that — “it is not right to attribute two 
meanings to one word — It is certainly not right to attribute two meanings 
to a word ; but why should there be this impropriety in taking the term 
‘ Gharu ’ as denoting Gooked Rice, by reason of its denoting the Pat, — and 
not in taking it as denoting Pot, by reason of its denoting Cooked Rice ? 
In fact there are texts declaring that the term ‘ Gharu ’ denotes Cooked 
Rice, — such as \ Anavasrdvitdrdaru^tnapakvo viahadasiddha odanashcharuk^ 
r‘ Gharu is that Cooked Rice from which the water has not been strained. 
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which hfl ,« been cooked by internal heat and which has become soft and 
yet the grains remain distinct — ^This has been explained above imder 
jSiitra 3. 3. 38. Smrti is more authoritative than Pradice ; hence it follows 
that the term ‘ Gharu ’ denotes Cooked Rice ; so that in the case in question 
it is through Cooked Rice that the offering-substance is modified ; — ^this will 
also serve the purpose that the sacrifice shall be offei’ed with sotnething to 
be eaten. Further, there is no such substance appertaining to Surya as 
would be connected with the Cimru . — It may be argued that “there is 
the Cake which would come in imder the General Law — But that cannot 
be ; the General Law (applsdng the details of the archetype to the eetype) 
oomes in after the injunction of the action (eetype) has been fully accom- 
plished ; — as a matter of fact, there is no injunction of the sacrifice (Saurya) 
before the word ‘ charyhu ’ has been pronounced ; because what the term 
‘ sacrifice ’ connotes is the connection of a Deity with a substance ; — hence 
it is clear that the term ‘ Gharu ’ which comes in the wake of the injimetion 
(of the act), can never qualify the Gake; for the simple reason that the 
General Law can come in only later on. 

StJTRA (43). 

Also because it has been spoken of as something new. 
Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also we conclude that the offering-substance 
is modified through Cooked Rice. — “For what reason?” — For this reason 
tlmt it ia apoken of as something new ^ Says the text — ‘ The deities prospered 
in this world through the Cake, and in the other world, through Gharu'' ; 
where having spoken of the ‘prosperity’ through the Cake, it goes on to 
add ‘ through the Gharu in the other world ’ ; if the term ‘ Gharu ’ denoted 
only the Pot and the Gharu were only a modified Pot, — ^then the Gharu 
would come in in that same connection in which the Gake came in ; so that the 
statement that ‘ through the Gake- the deities prospered in this world ’ would 
mean the same as that ‘ they prospered in this world through the Gharu ’ ; 
— if that were so then there would be no justification for the second clause 
‘ through Gharu in the other world ’, where the ‘ Gharu ’ is spoken of as 
something different (from the ‘ Oake ’ ). — ^From this also it follows that the 
offering-substance is modified through the Gooifeed JSice. 

SUTRA (44). 

To THE SAME EFFECT WE FIND AN INDICATIVE TEXT ALSO. 

Bhdsya. 

If this view is accepted then it is possible to explain an. indicative text 
tJiat we find. — “ How ? ” — ^There is the text — ‘ Adityah prdyaniyaah- 
.chariih aditya udayanlyahb ' ; and in this connection there is the further text 
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— A§y'asfyaim charumabhipurya chcaura ajyahh&gan yajati, pathydm svasti- 
mi§tvdgm§ormu yajatif agnl§omdm?pod savUdram yajati, oMtimodanena ’ ; — 
here- we have the injuaction of the four ' AjyabMga’ oiferings j—now ‘ as 
regards the (last) offering to ‘ Aditi it is a reiteration of what has gone 
before in the former text ‘ Adityashcharufy ' ; — sq that the ‘ Charu ’ (of the 
first text) is spoken of (in the second text) as ‘ Odana^ (Cooked Bice) ; — 
which shows that the offering-substance is modified through the Cooked 
Bice. 

The f dilowing is yet another text indicative of the same conclusion — 
‘ Yadi ta^ulo vidycde dmaiUad havify sydt' (‘If the rice were there, it 'would 
be a raw offering-substance’); — ^liere the term ‘haviJji* (offering-substance) 
has been applied to the Bice ; which also shows that tn the case in question, 
the offering-substance is modified through the.Ooo^d Bice. 



Adhikaeana ( 13 ) : ThQ Qooh^d jRic& to b& o^m^xl to 

Surya .is to be cooked in a Pot, 

SBTRA (45). 

[PCfBVA,PAK§A {k)~G(}ntiwmd]~~‘" It should be dokl aS' the Pan, 

IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ARCHETYPE; SPEOIALLY DEt'A,USE 
NO OTHER SUBSTANCE HAS BEEN MENTIONED. 

Bhasya. 

Thare is the ‘Cooked Rice ’ spoken of in the text — ’Cine de^ieii-sg 
Brahmic glory shpidd oEev Cooked Rice to Surya' i we have leafrifc above 
that the offering-substance in the Retype is the Cooked Pace ; now the 
•question arises— In what (vessel) is the rice to be cooked ? 

The likely view that presents, itself first of all is as follow-s : — “ There 
can bo no restriction in the matter, — such as that ‘ the cooking must 
he done in pans-' ; in fact, it could be cooked in any vessel that might be 
■obtained. — the Pan be taken as coming in by virtue of the General Law, 
then, like the Pan, the number {eight) also of the Pan should come in. 
Then again, in connection with the Archetype also there is no such injunc- 
tion as that ‘ the cooking should be done in the pans ’ ; all that, is said in 
the text is that ‘ it is one baked on eight pans ’ ; — and when this number 
(eight) comes in, what comes to be enjoined (in regard to the Saurya) is the 
presence of eight pans, not anything else ;~-as a matter of fact however, the 
number (eight) does not come in ; for the simple reason that the ‘ Cooked 
Rice ’ oaiinot be cooked, ilike the cake, on several pans. — On the other 
hand, if the mere Pan came in, then ‘ the presence of eighi pans which 
had been enjoined, would not come in. — ^From all this it follows that the 
Cooked Bice should be cooked in any vessel that may be available.” 

“ As against this view ” — says the Purvapahsin , — “ we assert as follows : 
It should he done in the Pan, in accordance with the Archetype ; specially 
became no other svhstance has been mentioned i.e. the ‘ Cooked Rice ’ should 
be Cooked in the Pan ; as thus alone would the words ‘ like the Archetype ’ 
(in the General Law that ‘ the Retype should be performed like the Arche- 
type ’) be followed ; nor is there any other substance mentioned ; — and there 
must be restriction [that is, the vessel used must be the Pan only). 

“ It has been argued that ‘ like the Pan, the number (eight) also would 
come in.’ — This has got to be refuted [and the refutation is as follows] — 

StJTRA (46). 

[PffEVAPAK§A (A) — conelvded) — ” It should be done in one only, 

BECAUSE OF IMPOSSIBILITY.” 

BMsya, 

“If it is not possible for the Cooked Bice to be cooked in several pans, 
then, by reason of this impossibility, it should be cooked in one pan only. 
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If it be argued that what the words ‘ astakapalo bhavati ’ means is that 
* it should be cooked in eigfit pans we deny this ; if, by reason of impos- 
sibility, the number ‘eight’ cannot come in, then the Pan alone would 
come in.” • . 

StJTEA (47). 

[PuiiTAPAitSA (B)]-— “What has been assbbted above cannot be 

DONE, BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OE A DIEEERBNT SUBSTANCE' ; 

THAT WHICH IS USED IN THE COOKING OE THE CaKB WOULD ' 

HAVE TO HOLD WATER, IN THE COOKING OE EiCE ; IN 
FACT THE VESSEL TO BE USED SHOULD BE ONE , 

THAT WILL SERVE THE PURPOSE ; CONSE- 
QUENTLY THERE SHOULD BE NO RESTRIC- 
TION IN REGARD TO VESSELS THAT 
ARE EQUALLY CAPABLE OF 
SERVING THE PURPOSE.’’ 

BMaya. 

“ The Bice should not be cooked in pans; — Why H—Because of the 
presence of a different svhstance . — ^The Pan is used in the . cooking of Cakes, 
with a view that the heat of the Pan itself brings about the cooking of the 
Oake , however, the Pan were used for the cooking of Bice, it would 
have ‘ to hold water, as in the ease of the Rice, the cooking is brought about 
by the heat of the water ; ’ and in this case, the cooking is not brought about 
by the heat of the Pan. Thus then, if the Pan were used for the. holding 
of water, it would not be used for the purpose for which it is. used at the 
Archetype ; and to that extent, the General Law would not be. followed^ — 
From all this.it follows that the. vessel to he used aJiouM be one that wUl serve 
0ie purpose ; and hence, in regard to vessels that are equally capable of serving 
the purpose (of cooking the' Rice), there should he no restriction as to which 
•one of them should be used.” 

SOTRA (48). 

[tSlDDHANTA] — ^I n FACT, IT SHOULD BE DONE IN THE POT [iN' THE CASE 

OF Rice], because wia find texts indicative of that view. 
B7id§ya. 

In fact, the cooking in question should be done in the Pot. There is 
the following text indicative of that view — * Ydsu athali^u ^omahsyuh te 
charaxfah syuh ’ [‘ Those pots that contained the Sotrm should be used in 
the cooldng of Bi^e ’] j this text speaks of the Bice as to be cooked in the 
8oma-pots, and hence specially indioates the Pot as the vessel to contain the 
Cooked Rice. 

Says the Opponent-^*' What you bring forward is merely an indicative 
text; please state some reasons.’’ 
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Answer— As a matter of fact, the cooking of what is known as ‘ cooked 
Rice’ is found to be done in the pot, never in a frying-pan or a pan.— 
From all this it follows that the cooking of Rice shouid be done in the Pot. 


Question “What is the purpose served by all this discussion as to- 

whether the ‘ Oharu ’ involves a modification of the Pan or it is made an 
oflEering -substance in the form of OooJeed Bice ? ” 

^fistver (a) If the ‘ Oharu ’ involves a modification of the Pan, the 

grinding would have to be done, as the need for it woxild not have dis- 
appeared ; on the other hand if ‘ Oharu'' were an ofiering-substanee in the 
form of Cooked Rice, then there would be no grinding ; as the grinding of 
the grains is needed only for the making of Oakes. — (6) Further, under the 
Purvapahqa view, it is necessEiry to mix the flour with water for the purpose 
of obtaining the dough;, while under the Siddhdnta, this would not be 
necessary. — (c) So also %vith the placing of the floxxr in a vessel for mixing 
water. — (d) Heating also (of the Pan) for the purposes of cooking would 
have to be done from below, under the Purvapak§a view; not so under the 
SiddMnta. — (e) Similarly with the placing of the Pan on the Fire. — (/) 
tinder the Purvapakm, the dough would have to be spread out and 
smoothened ; hot so under the Siddhdnta.-^g) Under the Purvapak?a, 
it would be necessary to place live opals over the tiling ; not so under the 
Siddhdnta ; as it is only for the purpose of the cooking of the upper portion 
(of the Cake). — (h) So also with the applying of heat all romid (with flaming 
grass). — r(i) Under the Purtnpak§a, . the thing has to be taken out of the 
Pan and kept aisde, because it is necessary to do it ; .under the Siddhdnta, 
there would be no necessity for doing it ; and hence it would not be done ; 
because the taking out and keeping aside has to be done because there is need 
for it ; and that which is done on this ground is not transferred to another 
act under the General Law. 


Or, we may take each of these nine items separately — each being dealt 
with in a separate Adhikarana, in the following nine Adhdkararms. 


Adhikarana ( 14 ) : There is to he no ‘ grindiTig ’ in 
connection with the ‘ Cooked Rice ’ to he offered 
at the \Sdurya ^ sacrifice. ' 

SUTRA (49). 

[PflRVAPAK§A]— “ lif TBffS CASE ‘ GRINDING ’ SHOULD BE DONE ; AS 
THE NEED EOR IT HAS NOT DISAPPEARED.” 

Bhasya, 

There is the offering of Cooked Rice laid down in the text—* Sauryan- 
charunnirvapet hrahmavarchasahdma'h ’ [* Desiring Brahmic glory, one shouid 
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Cook^ Rice dedicated to Surya ’] ;~'we liave xmderstood that the 
©Iferiiig-Biiibstattce meant by '' Gharu'* is Cooked iZice.— The question that 
awsfs n&w ie— Should grinding be done in the ease of Cooked Rice [as it is 
done in the case of the Cake at the — or not ? 

On this question, the Purvapak§a view is that- — “ Grinding should be 
done, as the need for U has not disappeared,— and it is possible to do the 
grinding to the Rice 

SUTRA (60). 

[SiBBHAHTA] — ^T aBBli SHOUIiB BE HO PEBFOBMANCB OF THE GUNBING i 
AS IT IS FOB THE PURPOSE OF MAKING THE CAKB. 

Bhdsya. 

Even though it is possible to do the grinding to the Rice, yet it is not 
to be done. As for the Cake, it cannot be made without the grinding (of 
the com) ; the Cooked Bice, on the other hand, is obtained without the grind- 
ing ; in fact the grinding would actually destroy it ; as in that case it would 
become either dough or gruel or something like oil-cake. — Hence we conclude 
that in the case of Cooked Rice, grinding is excluded. 


Adhikarana (15) : The ‘ mixing of water ’ need not he 
done in the case of the ‘ Cooked Rice ’ to he offered 
k> Surya. 

SUTRA (51). 

T mn ‘ MIXING OF WATER ’ ALSO (NEED NOT BE DONE) ; AS IT IS MEANT 
FOR MAKING THE DOUGH. 

Bhdsya. 

H-esfi also the ‘ Cooked Rice ’ may be taken as the example. 

In connection with the Archetype (i.e. the Agneya) we . read— Pramid- 
bhirhavimsi samyauti^ [^With water from the Pranitd-vesael, one mixes 
water with the offering-substance ’]. — ^In regard to this there arises the 
question — ^In the case of the Cooked Rice (which is the substance offered at 
the Ectype, the Saurya) — should the ‘ mixing of water ’ be done or not ? 
— ^The Purvapaksa is that “ it should be done, as it can be done — In 
answer to this, we have the Siddhdnta that even though .it can be done, 
it should not be done ; because it is for the purpose of makin g the dough 
of the flour that water is mixed ; and the dough is needed for makin g the 
Cake, not for obtaining the Cooked Rice.. 
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Adhikarana (16) : There is to he no 'Throwing irOo 
the vessel in cowmcti&n with the ' Cooked 
Rice’ to he offered to Surya. 

SUTRA (52). 

So ALSO THE ' ThEOWING OF THE DOtTGH INTO THE VESSEL ^ AS IT IS 
FOB THE SAME PHBPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

The ‘ Cooked Rice ’ is again to be treated as the case in question. 

In connection with the archetypal Agneya we read — ‘ He throws the 
dough into the vessel’, connecting it with the deities, reciting the Alanfm, 
ySavitrprasuta, — ^In regard to the Cooked Ricet there arises the question 

— Should, or sliould not, this ‘ Thro’iving into the vessel ’ be done ? — ^The 
Pufvapak§a view is that — “ inasmuch as it can be done, and as it is necessary 
to follow the General Law, it should be done — ^In answw to this, we have 
the SiddhdMa that at the Archetype, this act is dene for the purpose of 
‘ mixing with xrater ’ (and making the dough) ; but in the case of the 
Cooked JRice, there is no need for the ‘ mixing with water ’ (or making the 
dough}~[Hence it need not be done]. 


Adhhc ARANA (17): The 'Heating of the Pan’ need not 
he done in connection with the Cooked Rice to he 
offered to Surya, 

SUTRA (53). 

So ALSO THE ‘ Heating of the Pan as it :]k fob. the ptjbfosb of 

COOKING THE LOWEB FOBTION. 

Bha§ya. 

Again there is a question regarding the Cooked Rice. — ^In connection 
with the Archetype (Zgneyal, the ‘ Heating of the Pans ’ has been laid down 

as to be done with the 'Mantra — ‘ VasUnSm rudrdnAm, etc. etc iapya- 

dhmm — The question is — ^Is this ‘ Heating of the Pans ’ to be done in 
connection with the Cooked Rice, or not ? — ^The Purvapak§a is that “ it 
should be done, in accordance with the General Law that ‘ the Retype should 
be performed like the Archetype * — The answer to this is that the said 

‘ Heating ’ is done for the purpose of cooking the lower part of the Cake ; 
and hence the Geneml Law" does not apply this to the case of the Cooked 
Rice (where there is no upper or lower part). 



ADHYAYA X, PADA I, ADHIKAEANA (18). 167^ . : 

Abhikabai^a (18) : There is to he m Placing of the Pan 
" n^on the Fire ’ in amn&ction with the ‘ Goohed 
Bice ’ to be offered to 8urya. 

SUTEA (54). 

So ALSO THE ‘ Placing of the Pan on the Fibe as this 

ALSO IS FOB. THAT PUBPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

la connection with, the Cooked Bice again, there arises the question 
rega«iing the ‘ Placing of the Pan upon the Fire ’ — Should it* be done or 
not f — ^The Punnpaksa is that-~“ it should be done, because of the General 
liaw that the Ectj^ should be performed like the Archetype -It has to 
be excluded however, because this also is for the purpose of toooking the 
lower part (of the Cake). • 


Adhikababa (19) : There is to he no ‘ spreading out and 
srmothening ’ in connection with the Goohed Rice to 
he offered to Surya. 

S0TRA (55). 

The ‘Spreading and Smoothbneng’ also (should not be done), 

AS THEBE IS NO CaKE. 

Ehdaya. 

In regard to the ‘Spreading out and Smoothening’ there is the same 
question as to whether or not it should be done in connection with the 
Cooked Rice. — In connection with the Archetype {Agniya) we read — 
‘ Reciting the Mantrut XJrupraikd, etc., he spreads out the Cake Reciting 
the Man^a, Sarde tanva hinnft, etc., he sraoothens it’. — ^The question is — 
Should these two acts be done in the case of Cooked Rice ? — The Purvapak»a 
is that, “in accordance with the General law, they should be done”. — 
But it has to be excluded by reason of the fact that the substance in this 
case is not a Cake (which alone needs to be spread o^d). 
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ADHiKiUBANA (20) : Th&te is to he no'' Covering np with live 
coals ’ in the case of Cooked Rice to he offered to 
Surya. 

SUTRA (56). 

So ALSO THE ‘ COVEBING TIP WITH LIVE COALS ’ ; AS THIS IS MEANT FOE 
THE COOKING OF THE UPPEE POETION. 

Bhdsya. 

In eonneotion with tEe Archetype {AgnMya) we read — ‘ Places live coals 
on the Cake with the ladle — ^The question is — Should this be done in the 
case of the Cooked Rice to be offered to Surya ? — ^The Purmpak§a is that 
— “ in view of the General Law that the Ectype should be performed like 
the Archetype, it should be done — ^In answer to this we have the Siddhania 
that the act in question is done in connection with the Cake for the purpose 
of the cooking of its upper portion ; and as there is no upper part to be 
cooked in the case of Cooked Rice, the act becomes excluded. 


Adhikarafa (21) : There is to he no ‘ applying of Heat all 
round ’ in the case of Cooked Rice to he offered to 
Surya. 

SUTRA (57). 

So ALSO THE ‘ APPLYING OF HeAT ALL BOUND ’. 



In connection with the Daraha-Purrmmdea, we read — ‘ He applies heat 
all round the Cake with tufts of Kusha-grass’. — In regard to the Cooked 
Rice to be offered to Surya, there arises the question — Should the act be 
done or not ? — ^The Purvapaksa is that — “ it should be done, in accordance 
with the General Law that the Ectype should be performed like the 
Ai'chetype — But it has to be excluded as this also is done in the case of 
the Cake for the purpose of the cooking of its upper portion. 


ADHYiYA X, PiDA I, ADHIKABAHA (22). 
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Adhiilarai^a (22); There is to he no ^Taking aid ami 
keeping aside ’ in the case of the Cooked Mice to 
he offered to Surya. 

StTRA (58) 

So ALSO THE ‘ TaKINO OUT AND KEEPING ASIDE * ; AS IT HAS NOT BEEN 
SO MENTIONED IN CONNECTION WITH THE AeOHBTYPE. 

BM$ya. 

In connection with the Archetype {Agmya) we read — ‘ Keeps the 
offering-materials within the altar ’ ; this is done at the Jignhja in this 
manner that the Oake is takm out of the Pan and then hept, — ^In connection 
mth the Cooked Rice, there aris^ the question — Should it be taken out’ 
of the Pot and kept aside ? Or the taking out is not to be done ? — ^The 
FUrvdpah^ view is that — “ inasmuch as it is done at the Archetype, it 
should be done in the case in question ”. — ^In answer to this we have the 
following Siddhdnta : — The Taking out and keeping aside also {shovXd not be 
done), as it is not so mentioned in connection with the Archetype ; — as a rnatter 
of fact, in connection with the Archetype also idiere is no such declaration 
as that ‘ the Cake should be kept after having been taken out of the Pans \ — 
it is so taken out only because of the needs of the situation ; and what is 
done only by reason of the exigencies of the situation is not transferred by 
the General Law (to the Eotype). ‘Hence it follows that there is to be no 
‘Taking out’. In fact, if this ‘Taking out’ were to be done, it could be 
done only after it has been dried and become like the s^ood-apple ; and in 
that case, the Pot would be broken. Hence we conclude lhat in connection 
with the Cooked RiCe, there should be no ‘ Taking out and k«png aside 


Bnd of Pdda i of Adhy&ya X. 



ABMYAYA X. 

P5DA II. 

Adhikaraija (1): Coolcing^ has to he done also in the 
ease where the ‘ Charu ’ consists of gold-pieces. 

SUTRA (1). 

[POrvapaksa] — “ In the case oe gold-pieces, thebe shotted be no 
‘ Cooking as there is no need eor it.” 



There is. the injunction — ‘ Prajapatyani chan<m nirmplt ghf^e sliata^ 
krsnalamdyualcamah' [‘Desiring longevity, one should offer to Prajapati the 
Oham in the shape of a Hundred gold -pieces in Clarified Butter’]. 

In connection with this, there arises the question — ^Does the General 
Law of ‘Oooldng ’ apply to the gold-pieces and hence it should be performed ? 
Or does it not apply to it and hence, it is not to be performed ? 

On this question, the Piirvapaksa view is as follows : — “ Cooking should 
not be done to the gold-pieces ; at the Archetype, the cooking is done for 
the purpose of preparing the Cake ; while in the case in question, even without 
the cooking, the gold-pieces remain ‘ gold-pieces ’ [and these are what are 
needed]. Hence the Cooking is not transferred to the gold-pieces, and it 
should, therefore, not be done.” 

SUTRA (2). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^I n REALITY, IT SHOULD BE DONE, BECAUSE IT IS DIRECTLY 
ENJOINED, JUST LIKE THE ACT OF ‘ OFFERING 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, Cooking should be done (to the gold-pieces) ; it does not 
come in by virtue of the General Law; there is a direct injunction of their 
Cooking, in the text — ‘ Cooks them in Clarified Butter ’ ; it is to be done, 
not for the purpose for which it is done at the Archetype ; it is to be done? 
by virtue of the direct injunction, for some transcendental purpose ; just as, 
though the gold-pieces are not fit for eating, yet they are offered by virtue 
of the direct injunction, so should the Cooking of them also be done. 



Adhikabaija (2) : In the case of the gold-piece^ the ‘ Upas- 
tara'm ^ and the ^ Ahhighdmmb'' should 
not be done, 

SUTRA (3). 

Thebe should be ho ‘ Upastarana ’ ahd ‘ Abhighaeana because 

THEY ABE FOB THE PURPOSE OF HEGTAEISATION. 



la regard to the * Gharu in the shape of goid-pieces, there arises the 
questioa — ^The ‘ Upastaratm ’ (Robbing) and ‘ Abhigharana ’ (Pouring out) 
that are done at the Archetype, in ■ accordance with the text ‘ When oh© 
nAs and pours oui, he makes the libation nectarine — -are these two, 
Bvhhing and Pouring out, to be done in connection with the gold-pieces — 
or not t . 

On this question, the view that naturally presents itself (as the 
SiddMnta) is as follows : — There should be ho performance of the ‘rubbing ' 
and the ‘ pouring opt ’ why ? — became they are for the purpose of ‘ nectarisa- 
iion’ I these two acts are .done for the purpose of ‘ nectarising ’ (the 
oblation) ; *saya the text— ‘ "When one scatters and. pours out, he nectarises 
the libation’, where the citing of the likeness of ‘nectar’ shows that the 
acts serve the purpose of xnaking the libation tasty ; and as there can be no 
taste in the gold-pieces, the said acts should not be performed. 

SUTRA (4). 

[Pufmpak§a argument against SiddMnta] — “Ik fact, the acts ik 

QUESTIOK SHOULD BE DOKE ; AS THE TEXT IS OOTY A DEOLA- 
MATOBY STATEMENT ; AND THE ACTS SERVE THE 
PURPOSE OF MERE CONTACT.” 

Bhd^a. 

“ The ‘ Rubbing ’ and the ‘ Pouring out ’ should be done, — ^in accord-- 
ance with Sutra 10. 1. 1 — ‘ Inasmuch as the Injunction has been transferred 
to the entire context, all the details should be performed’. — ^Tt has been 
argued that — ‘ the acts are done for the purpose of making the libations 
tasty' S' flatter of fact, in connection with fife Archetype, they have 

not been laid down as being for the purpose of ‘ tastiness’,— there being 
no such expressions as— it should be made tasty — ^Hence the text — 
‘ makes the libations nectarine ’ must be regarded as a. merely declamatory 
statement; in fact,, what is done ^by the. two acts) ie ikire smearing of the 
Clarified Butter and of the offering-substance ;-^nd-.fhis contact can be 
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done in the case of the gold-pieces also : hence there should be no exclusion 
of the acts in question.” 

StJTBA (5). 

[Answer] — fact, the acts should not be done ; because there 

IS ASSERTION OF ‘ MAKING UF ’ BY MEANS OF FOUR ; AND WHAT 
IS MADE UP WITH IT WOULD BE THE ‘ QUADRUPLE 

Oblation’. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ w ’ (‘ in fact ’) rejects the view jiist set forth. 

There shoxild be no performance of the two acts. — “ Why ? ” — Because 
there is assertion of ‘ making up ’ by means of four, — in the text ■■ Chatvdri 
krsmxldni avadyati ’ [‘ He offers four gold-pieces — “ What do you mean ? ” 

■ — There are four gold-pieces which make up four oblations, — one gold- 
piece taking the place of one oblation ; and for this reason the two acts of 
‘ rubbing ’ and ‘ pouring out ’ should be excluded.-— Similarly there is 
assertion of ‘accomplishment’ also, in the text- — He offer.s four gold- 
pieces for the making up of the Quadruple Oblation ’ ; and it i.s only when 
something is not there that it is ‘ made up ’ by means of another thing ;* — 
for this reason also the ‘Rubbing’ and the ‘Pouring out’ .should not be done. — 
If it were made up with it — and with the ‘Rubbing ’ and ‘ Pouring ’, — then, 
it would be the full Quadruple Oblation by itself, and in that case the xise 
of the term ‘ make up ’ would be incompatible with it. [The ‘ Rubbing ’ 
and ‘Pouring’ serve the purpose of accomplishing the Qtatdrvfple Oblation, 
hence if these were done in the case in question, the Quadruple Oblation 
would be already accomplished and there would be no need of its being 
‘ made up ’ by means of ‘ four gold-pieces ’ as declared in the former text.] 

StJTRA (6). 

[Purmpaksa view reiterated] — There should be performance of 

THE acts ; BECAUSE THE EXACT MEASURE OF THE PRENCIPAL 
OBLATION HAS BEEN LAID DOWN ; AND IT COMES IN AS 
A SUBSIDIARY BY VIRTUE OF 

SiMILABITy.’’ 



“ As a matter of fact, there should be performance of the acts in 
question,— for the purpose of obeying the General Law,— In connection 
with the Archetype, the exact measure of the priucipal oblation has been 
laid down in the text ‘ Offers to deities an oblation of the size of t/he 
• thumb -j oint ’ ; ‘In the text quoted by the Siddhaniin also the term 'gold- 
piece ’ denotes a certain measure and, it 'is connected with the number 
four, in the text— ‘ he offers four gold-pieces ’ this does not mean that 
the four original oblations |of Clarified Butter) are of the size of a gold- 



ABHYlYA X, PADA H, ADHIKAKANA (2). 
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piece ; in fact the term ‘ Kr^niala ’ (gold-piece) denotes a definite measure 
of gold, and it cannot denote a measure of Clarified Blitter , — The said 
measure (of gold) therefore cannot exclude the substance’, as the purpose 
served by a substance (Butter) cannot be served by a quality (measure); 
the measure Kr^naki '' , gold-piece) can only serve that purpose at the 
ectype, which is served by the measure (‘thumb-joint’) at the Archetype ; 
and hence all that it can do is to exclude from the Ectype this latter 
measure. For instance, when it is said — ‘ Here is curd, clarified butter, 
vegetable and here is rice, — ^feed Devadatta ; ieed, like Devadatta, 
Tajnadatia with oil -we know that the use of the oil lies in lubricating 
the food, and hence in the food of YajnadaMa, it can exclude (from among 
the articles mentioned in the first part of, the sentence) only the Clarified 
Butter, which also serves the same purpose of lubricating the food, — and 
hot the vegetable or the curd or the rice. Similarly in the case in question, 
what the second measure (‘ ’) does is to measure the principal obla- 

tion (the substance) itself, and as such it would exclude only the original 
measure (‘thumb- joint’) of the substance, not the substance (Clarified Butter) 
itself ; — and from the Context, the second measiue {Krpmla) would apper- 
tain to the principal oblation, not to the ‘ Rubbing ’ and ‘ Pouring — 
From all this it follows that these acts should not be excluded.” 

StiTRA (7). 

“ Also because they fokm a sinOle oblation.” 

Bhdsya. 

“The following text shows that the four (gold-pieces) form a single 
oblation — ^‘Four gold -pieces form one oblation ’ : in the other case there 
would be four oblations, which would be contrary to the assertion that 
‘ it is a single oblation ’. — ^For this reason also the acts in question should 
not be excluded.” 

StiTRA (8). 

“ As FOR THE MENTION OF ‘ MAKING UP THAT IS DUE TO THE 
, SAMENESS OF NUMBER.” 

Bhasya. 

[The PurmpaJcsin continues! — “ It ha.s been argued (under Su. 5) 
that there is mention of ‘ making up ’ ; — ^l>ut this is only a commendation 
of the number ‘ four — the sense being that ‘ the great virtue of the number 
four is such that the offering of a single oblation makes up four oblations 
For instance, when the Vcdshvadeva is mentioned in connection with the 
morning-extraction — ^in the text ‘ PrdbahedAmie vd etad vcmlwad&m-yctjnmn 
samsthdpayati *, — ^it means only a commendation of the VadsTwadcva, not the 
exclusion of other extractions ; similarly in the case in qiiestion, we have the 
commendation of the number Four, not the exclusion of the acts of ‘ Rubbing* 
and ‘ Pouring 
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SUTRA (9). 

[Objection to last SMml — But the mention oe ‘ making up ’ with 

BEPEBBNCE TO WHAT ABB ALREADY THEBE IS USELESS. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ f u ’ (‘but’) sets aside the view that the sentence is a 
commendation of the number Four. As a matter of fact, when the 
‘ Rubbing ’ and the ‘ Pouring out ’ are already there, the mention of their 
‘making up’ cannot be a commendation. It is only when something is 
spoken of as bringing about (or making up) what has not been there, that 
it is regarded as indicating its efficiency, and is commended as such ; 
— ^if, on the other Imnd, it makes up what is already there, then it means 
that it is useless, and this means no commendation. Thus the mention of ■ 
‘ making up ’ .in reference to the ‘ Rubbing ’ and ‘ Pouring out ’, which 
are already there, would be useless. Hence you should put forward another 
answer (to the Siddhdnta argument of Su. 5). 

SUTRA (10). 

{The PurvapaJcsin suggests another answer to Su. 5] — “ Thebe should 
BE OPTION ; AS ‘ ONE OBLATION ’ ALSO HAS BEEN 

MENTIONED.” 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ iu ’ implies the rejection of the view that the ‘ rubbing ’ 
and ‘ pouring out ’ are to be excluded because of the mention of ‘ making 
up 

“ You say that from the indicative premise in the shape of the mention 
of ‘ making up ’ we infer the exclusion of the two acts ; similarly from the 
indicative premise in the shape of the mention of ‘ one oblation ’, it may be 
inferred that there is no exclusion of the acts. — ^Thus there being optional 
indicatives, the mention of ‘ making up ’ cannot prove the absolute exclusion 
of the acts.” 

SUTRA (11). 

[The PurvapaJcsin rejects the argument of the 8iddhd>nta \ — “ If all 

WERE TBANSFOBMED, THE REPETITION WOULD BE MEANING- 
LESS ; WHILE (under OUB VIEW), IT WOULD APPERTAIN 
TO THE OTHER OFFERING-SUBSTANCE ; — IT WERE 
HELD TO BE FOB THE SAKE OF THE SviSTAKBT- 
OFFERING, THAT WOULD BE MOST 

UNREASONABLE. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ fw ’ in the {Siitnx) implies the rejection of the argument 
(of Su. 5) based upon the mention of * making up 
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The Purvapalcsa eontiaues — “ When the argument based on the mention 
of ‘ making up ’ has been rejected,— if the * four gold-pieces ’ were treated as 
the modification of all the oblations, the repetition (of the term chatvari') 
in the following text would be meaningless — Ghatvdri chatvdri hf^ji,al&nya- 
vadyati samrddhyai \ Under our view on the other hand, the repetition 
wotdd appertain to the other — i.e. the second — 'offering-materiaL—It might 
be argiied that — ‘ Under our view also the repetition would appertain to 
the iSwif ta&fi-offering But that cannot be; the reference to the Svi§takrt 
vmvsM he most unreasonable. It is the principal offering that is connected 
through the Context with the Assertion in question ; — and in the case 
in question, the Context is not that of the Svistahrt ; it comes in only by virtue 
of the General Law. — Thus under your view, the repetition would be 
meaningless ; hence the acts of ‘ Rubbing ’ and ‘ Pouring out ’ must be done.” 

SUTRA (12). 

[Siddhdntin’ s Final Answer to the Purvapaksa] — In beauty, thebe 
SHOULD BE NO PBBFOBMASCE (OF THE SAID ACTS) ; BECAUSE 
THE NEED DUE TO CONTAOt JSpLS CEASED ; HENCE THE 
MENTION OF ‘ MAKING UP ’ IS FULLY JUSTIFIED. 

Ehdsya. 

There should he no performance of the acts of ‘ rubbing ’ and ‘ pouring 
— Why ? As a matter of fact, the Sruk is smoothened with the rubbing 
of Clarified Butter with the view that the small particles of the Cake may 
hot stick to it; similarly the ‘pouring’ of Clarified Butter over the Smk 
is to make sure that all that is contained in it, and not sticking to it, may 
fell in the Fire.— In the case of the gold-piece however, as it is distinct by 
itself, there is no possiblity of its sticking to the Smk, — by reason of which 
possibility the lubricating of the gold would be done by means of the acts 
of ‘rubbing’ and ‘pouring’. — ^Thus, the original need having ceased in 
connection with the gold-pieces, it is only right that the acts of ‘ rubbing ’ 
and ‘ pouring’ should be excluded.— In this way the mention of the ‘making 
up ’ also, — in the text ‘ Chatvdri 1cr§naldnyavadyati chaturavattasyaptyai ’ — 
becomes Justified. 



Adhikaba^ja (3) : There should he ‘ Eating ’ in the case of 
‘ Golden Pieces 
StTRA (13). 

[PffBVAPAK^A] — “ Inasmuch as ‘ Eatings ’ abb meant for satisfac- 
tion, THEBE SHOULD BE NO BATING.” 

Ehdsya. 

Here also the subject-matter for consideration is the ‘ Ckaru ’ in the 
shape of ‘ a hundred gold-pieces 

At the Archetype, there are eatings (of the remnants of offerings) at 
the time of (1) ‘Ida’, (2) ^ PrasMtra\ (3) " ChciturdMkarana\ and (4) 

‘ Shamyuvaha 

In regard to these ‘ eatings ’ there arises the question — Should these 
‘ eatings ’ be done in eases where the ^ Gharu ’ offered is in the shape of gold- 
pieces ? Or not ? 

The Purvapdhfa is that — “ It should not be done ; at the Archetype it 
is done for the purpose of bringing satisfaction and thereby imparting 
strength ; in the case of gold, it brings no satisfaction by being eaten ; — 
hence there should be no eating.'’’ 

SUTRA (14). 

[Siddhanta] — In beauty, there should be ‘ Eating ’ ; because we 

FIND THE MENTION OF ‘ NIBDhIna ’ (‘ DRINKING OFF ’). 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, there must be ‘ eating ’ of the gold ; because we find, the 
following text speaking of a particular form of eating it — * They eat it by 
drinking off, they eat it by sucking’ ; the text could lay down these special 
methods of eating only if the eating were already known as to be done ; 
otherwise it would have to be taken as laying down the special method of 
eating as also the eating itself ; and in that case there would be syntactical 
split, — Hence we conclude that the eating comes in in the case of gold- 
pieces by virtue of the General Law itself. 

SUTRA (15). 

[Objection] — “ The assertion should be taken as that of the Eating 
OF THE Clarified Butter ; as this does not form part 
of the Archetype.” 

.■ BM§ya, . 

“ It is not right that the eatmgs come in by virtue of the General Law ; 
as a matter of fact, they become excluded on the ground of there being 


ADHYAYA X, PADA H, ADHIKABANA (3). 


1685 


no need for them. — It has been argued that there is an injunction of special 
methods of eating;— but from that injunction itself, it is clear that the 
sentence ‘ They eat it by drinking off, they eat it by staking '' enjoins the 
eating of the Clarified Butter the terms ‘ drinking off’ and ‘sucking’ 
are only references to what happens when the Butter is being eaten ; so that 
there is no syntactical split.” 

SUTRA (16). 

{Anmerl—ls seality, the assertion must be taken as relating 

TO THE GOLB ; LIKE ITS OFFERING ; — BECAUSE THE GlARIFIED 

Butter IS a subordinate factor. 

Ehmya. 

In fact, the assertion relates to the Gold, not to the Clarified Butter. — 
“ Why ? ” — All that is found in the text is ‘ bhaksayanti ’ (‘ they eat ’), — 
and nothing is said as to whether they eat this or that. Consequently the 
term (‘ they eat ’) must be related to that which has been spoken of in the 
Context ; and what has been spoken of is the Gold, not the Clarified Butter. 
— “How so?” — In the text, ' Prdjdpatyam charum nirmpet ghrte shata- 
krmalam % the ‘ Gharu ’ in the shape of ‘ a hundred gold pieces ’ has been 
mentioned for the purpose of being connected with some act, — and the 
Clarified Buiter has been mentioned only as a qualification of that ‘ Charu\ 
and not by itself ; hence what is connected with the other words of the 
sentence is the ‘ Cham'', not the Clarified Butter. Just as, when it is said 
‘The stick is there on the heap of bricks, strike with it ’, it is understood 
that the striking is to be done with the stick, not with the brick-heap, — ^in 
the same manner, in the case in question, what is connected with the mention 
of ‘ eating ’ is the Gharu, not the Clarified Butter. From all this it follows 
that there should be eating of the Gharu, just like its being offered ; i.e. just 
as, though the gold-pieces are not fit for being eaten, yet they are offered ^ 
so thoiigh not fit to be eaten, they may be eaten also. 



Abhikarana (4) : In conneciion with the ‘ Cham ’ in the 
shape of Gold-pieces, the sentence ^ Ekadha charati^ 
means that it should be offered collectively, 

SUTEA (17). 

When it is said that ‘ the presentation is to be done once it 

IS THE SIMIJI.TANEOHSNESS OF THE ' BrAHMAN’s SHARES ’ THAT IS 
MEANT ; AS THEY HAVE BEEN PRESENTED AT THE 

Archetype. 

BMsya. 

lu connection with the same {‘Eating of gold -pieces ’), we read ‘He 
presents it to the Brahman Priest once 

In regard .to this there arises the question— Is it simuli-aneottsness, 
or only a single presentation, that is meant here (by the term ‘once’, 
‘ ikadha ’ ) ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows :• — “ It may mean either sitmiUaneous- 
ness or a single preservation ; there is no restriction. — ^Why ? — Because the 
word ' jSkadM' (‘once’) signifies in one way ; — ^and to make a single pre 
sentation is always one way of doing it, and to present simultaneously also 
is another way. For instance, if a man brings in the cows at cme time only, 
he is said to have brought them ‘ Ekadha ’ ( ‘ once ’) ; similarly if he brings 
a number of them together, simultaneously, then also he is said to have 
brought tliem ’’ Ekadha'', ‘once’. — ^Hence in making the presentation, one 
may either make a single presentation, or all the four presentatioens simul- 
taneously,” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta The sentence 
‘ Ekadha brcdimane praharati ’ is understood to mean that the presentations 
are done simultaneously ; so that the presentation is done of the “ Brahman’s 
share ’ as also of the share of the non-Brahman. — -Under the other view 
(if a single presentation is made) it is just possible that the presentation of 
some one ‘ share of the Brahman ’ may not be presented at all ; and to 
that extent the injunction of the archetypal procedure would be transgr^sed. 
— ^All these shares are such as have been presented at the Archetype, and 
it is as thus presented that they are brought into the Ectype by the General 
Law ; and reader the circumstances, the term ‘ Ekadha ’ (‘ once ’) can denote 
only simuUaneousness . — “ But in connection with the gold-pieces, the Eating 
is one that is done in accordance with a distinct injunction, and it is 
not the same as that which is done at the 'Archetype ; so that the 
archetypal eatings cannot find a place at the Ectype in question.”— 
Answer ^They may not come in as serving the purpose of embellishing 
the man, but they can certainly come in as embellishing the substance.^ — 
“ If they come in by virtue of the General Law, why then should they be 
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laid down by a distinct text ? ’’—They are so laid down for the purpose of. 
laying down the method of the Eating.— “The method is already known to' 
be either drinking off or sucking, according to circumstances, and it being 
so known, the sentence can be only a reference to it.” — The answer to this 
is that it does not come in in a definite way ; and it is for the purpose of 
restricting the method that Eating has been enjoined separately. 



Adhikarana ( 5 ): In connection with the I GoU-piece^ 
Charu’ all the eathig-shares should be presented to 
the Brahman-priest. 

StJTEA (18). 

[POkvapak^a] — “The ‘all’ should be determined by 

THEIR BIGHTS.” 



The same ‘ gold-piece-C^rii ’ continues to be the subject-matter of 
discussion. 

In. connection with the said Charu, we read-—' Presents all to the 
Brahman-priest [At the Archetype each of the four Priests, Brahman 
and the rest, has his share kept in four pans, each pan being presented to 
him at the appointed time, — ^the first at the time of the ‘ Ida-offering the 
second at the time of the Praahitra, the third at the time of the Ohaturdka- 
harana, and the fourth at the time of the Shamyuvdka.] 

In regard to the said text, there arises the question — ^Does it mean 
that all the shares of Brahman himself are to be presented to him ? Or that 
the shares of the other priests are taken away from them [so that all the 
shares of all the priests are to be presented to Brahman] ? 

Qiteation — “ Under what circmnstances would it mean the presentation 
of the Brahman’s own shares only ? And under what conditions would 
the shares of other priests be taken away from them ? 

Answer — ^If the text means that the ‘ oK ’ is predicated in reference to 
the “ presentation to Brahman — or that the ‘ preseniation ’ is predicated 
in reference to ‘ Brahman’s all — ^then there would be presentation of the 
Brahman’s own shares alone while, if in reference to the ‘ all the 
pr^entation to Brahman ’ is predicated, — or in reference to the * pre- 
sentation’, ‘all to Brahman’ is predicated, — then the shares of the other 
priests are to be taken away from them. 

On the said question, the Purvapah^a is as follows : — “ The ‘ all ’ 
should be taken as pertaining to the shares of Brahman himself. — ’Why ? — 
Became the ‘presentation to Brahman’ is already known as to be done, 
and hence it cannot be taken as predicated (or enjoined) ; it is only the 
‘ presentation of all (his shares) ’ that is not already known as to be done ; 
hence there can be predication (or injunction) of that alone. — Or, all the 
shares of Brahman being already there, the presentation of some is known 
as to be done, while that of others is not so known ; and it is the presentation 
of these latter that is enjoined in the text. The text therefore Should be 
taken as speaking of only those shares of Brahman to which he is entitled.” 
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SUTRA (19). 

[SiDDHANTAI—Ih BBAUnCY, THEBE SHOITLD BE BXOLXTSION OF (OTHER) 
MEH ; BECAUSE THEY ABE NOT SPOKEN OF. 


The term ‘ wa ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. — ^There should be exclusion of the other priests (from having any 
share). 

(a) If the sentence were construed as ‘ Yat brahtnarie pariharati tat 
sarmm' [‘What one presents to the- Brahman is alV], then the whole 
injunction would be meaningless. — (6) If the construction were — ‘ Yat 
brahtmme iat sarvam pariharati" [‘Wliat is for Brahman, that all one 
presents’], as it is not stated whai is for Brahman, ' for Brahnian ’ would be 
no qualification at all, — (c) If the construction be — ‘ Yat brahmiane sarvam tat 
pariharati ’ Wliat is for Brahman, all that he presents ’], then also that 
thing would not be mentioned which is for Brahman. — (d) No sxich assertion 
is possible as ‘ Yat sarmm tat pariharati" [‘What is all, that one presents’], 
because all is all, — so that further qualification would be needed. — ^Thus the 
only construction possible is ‘ Sarvam braliTnane parihamVi ’ [‘ Presents all 
to the Bralrman’], — whereby the connection of the C/wm with the Brahman^ 
priest is laid down ; and there is nothing that remains meaningless or useless. 
Hence it follows that the shares of the other priests are taken away 
from them (and presented to Brahman). 



ADHiKARAiNA (6) *. The portions of the substance are to he 
eaten by the Brahman at their respective times, 

SUTRA (20). 

Fbom the exclusion of the other men, it follows that each 
Eating is to be done at its own time. 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the same subject as before, there arises the question — It 
being understood that the other persons are to be exclixded, are all the 
portions to be eaten at one and the same time ? — Or is each portion to be 
eaten at its own time ? 

The Pumapak^a view is that — •“ The presentation of the portions is 
done for the purpose of eating, and hence when something has been pre- 
sented for eating, it should be eaten immediately.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — From the excVusion 
of the other men, it follows that each Fating is to be done at its own. time ; — :the 
words of the sentence having served its purpose by having excluded the 
other men, it does not set aside the idea that the portions are to be eaten 
at their own time ; hence they should be eaten at their own appointed time. 



Adhikabana (7) : In the ‘ Brahmarts share ’ the operatioiis 
of ChaturdhdJcara'm ’ and the rest are not to 
be performed, 

SOTRA (21). 

As IT IS FOE A SINGLE PTJEPOSE, THEBE SHOULD BE NO 
ALLOCATION OF SHABBS, 

Bhasya. 

In regard to the same matter, we consider the following point ; — In 
connection with the Archetype, we find the following allocation of shares 
laid down — ‘ This for the Brahman, — ^this for the Hotr, — ^this for the 
Adhvaryu, — ^this for the Agntd' ; — ^the question arises — Should this allocation 
be done in connection with the case in question (of the goM-piece-Oharu}-^ 
or not ? 

There may be people who may entertain the notion that-— “ by virtue 
of the indication of the General Law, the allocation should be done” ; — 
it is in answer to these that we have the present Sutra. At the Archetype, 
it is necessary to connect the ‘Eating’ with several priests, — and as this is 
not possible without the allocation of shares, this allocation is done at it 
in the case in question however, it is laid down that ‘ all is to be presented 
to the Brahman ’, — i.e. the whole of the Gharu is to be given to a single 
individual ; so that there is no need for any allocation of shares ; if it were 
done, it could serve no useful purpose at the sacrifice j it would be done 
only for a transcendental purpose. — ^From all this it follows that there is to 
be no allocation of shares in connection with the gold-piece-Gharu. 



Adhikabai^a (8) : At the Jyotispma, the gift to the Priests 
is for the 'purpose of securmg their services. 

SUTEA (22). 

[PObvapak^a] — “ The gift to the Pbibsts should be bbgabded as 

AN ACT OF MTn-R-p. DHABMA, BECAUSE OF THE FOECE OF THE 
BOOT ‘ TO GIVE 

Bha^ya. 

Thero is the Jyoti§foma laid down in the text — ‘Desiring Heaven, 
one should perfoi’m the Jyoti^foma sacrifice ’ ; — ^in connection wdth that 
there is the following declaration—' Cow, horse, mule, asses, goats, sheep, 
FriAi-com, barley-corn, sesamum, Ma§a, and Twelve-Hundred, — these 
constitute the Sacrificial Fee’; — ^and again — ‘One gives the Sacrificial Fee 
to the priests « 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is this giving onl.y an act 
of Dharma (fulfilment of duty) ? Or is it (‘wages’) meant to secvire the 
services of the priests ? 

The Purvapakaa view is as follows : — “ The gift to the Priests should be 
regarded as an act of mere Dharma ; it is an act which has been mentioned 
in the Veda as to be done ; from the words of the text quoted we learn that 
the act of giving should be done ; as for the necessity of securing the services 
of the priests, that is indicated only by Syntactical Connection ; and Direct 
Vedic Assertion is more authoritative than Syntactical. Connection. Among 
ordinary people also, the act of giving is imderstood as serving a trans- 
cendental purpose ; and the securing of services and such other results come 
in by the force of the oirciunstances. 

[The reading everywhere is * nanamctrMdi * ; the sense is as translated; which 
requires the reading * cMnamanadi ’.] 

Then again, in some cases we find that the Sacrificial Fee laid down 
is not in keeping with the duties performed ; e.g. at the Traidhdtavi, it is 
a thousand, and at the Btap^ya, a Soma-cup [which shows that the fee 
is not meant to be for services rendered].— Fiirther, it is a case of ‘ purchase ’ 
(or hiring of services) where there is bargaining as to high or low prices 
payable, and what is to be given is not something fixed (as we find in the 
case of the Sacrificial Fees). — ^From this it follows that the gift in question 
is only an act of Dharma. — ^Further, this gift is made according to strict rules 
and with Mantras ; and this could be explicable only if it were for a purely 
transcendental purpose. — ^In some cases we read — ‘ Stick, shoes, and dry 
hide, — these constitute the Sacrificial Fee’ ; — and what priest is there who 
would give his services for & stick ?— From all this it follows that the gift 
is only an act of Dharma.** 
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StJTEA (23). 

[Sibbhaxta] — should be begarbbd as serving the purpose op 
‘ HIEING ’ (the services), BECAUSE OE THE MENTION OF 
DUTIES, — ^AS AMONG ORDINARY PEOPLE. 

BMsya. 

The gift must be regard^ as serving the purpose of hiring the services of 
the men. — “ Why ? ” — Because of the mention of duties ; that is, the gift is 
spoken of as to be given to persons who have performed certain duties — 

‘ Gives the Sstcrificial Fee to the Priests ' (i.e. to those who have performed 
the priestly fimetions) ; — ^and when this perceptible purpose (the securing 
of services) is found to be served, it caimot be right to assume a transcen- 
dental result. — ^Even the transcendental result that would follow from the 
restriction (of the gift to certain things) would do so only through the said 
perceptible purpose, — ^the sense being — ‘When the Priests have their services 
secured by means of this particular gift of a particular character, they bring 
prosperity (to the performer)’. — “How so?” — ^When the giving is enjoined, 
it is enjoined as subservient to the securing of services, and not as the principal 
factor ; — and the idea expressed by the sentence should be accepted ; — 
otherwise the presence of the term ^ ftvigbhyah’ (‘to the priests’) would 
have no sense (it would be superfluous). — ^If the idea expressed by the 
sentence were not accepted, then the direct assertion of the Veda would be 
set aside. — ^As for the argument that ‘ the Sacrificial Fee is not always in 
keeping with the duties performed”, — ^this could not justify the rejection 
of the visible purpose served by the gift : — and it has been already explained 
that the transcendental result that follows from the restriction (of the nature 
of the Fee) does so only through that visible purpose. As for the stick, 
it is regarded as a gift, on the strength of the direct assertion of the Veda ; 
and some sort of service-securing is done by that simple gift also. Among 
ordinary people when something is given to the wood-carrier and other 
labourers, — ^that also serves the purpose of securing their services, — even 
though it may not be stated in so many words that it is a case of * hiring’ 
(of services). — ^From all this it follows that the Sacrificial Fee is given for 
the piupose of securing the services of the Priests. 

SUTRA (24). 

Also because of the use of the term ‘ Equipped with the 
Sacrificial Fee 

^^Bhdsya. 

Tile use of the term ‘ Dak^i/nayuMa ’ (‘ Equipped with the Sacrificial 
Fee’) — in the text ‘ Dakamdyukta vaficmti rtvigah *, — indicates that the gift 
is for the purpose of hiring their services. 
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shabiba-bha^ya : 


SUTRA (25). 

They WOULD not agbee to sbbve exceft through ‘ hiking as 

THE AOT IS FOR THE PURPOSES OF ANOTHER PERSON. 

BMsya. 

For the following reajSon also the gift should he regarded as being 
for the purpose of ‘ hiring ’ the services. — ■“ For what reason ? ” — Except 
through ‘Hiring’, no one would engage in working for another person. — 
“But there are other means of making a man to work, — such means, for 
instance, as conciliatory overtures and the like.” — ^We do not say that there 
are no other means; what we mean is that ‘Hiring’ is what is directly 
laid down. — Hence the priests are to be ‘ hired ’ by the meanvS laid down,— - 
not by any other means. 

SUTRA (26). 

Also because of the use of the term ‘ pabikrIta ’ (hired). 

BMsya. 

There is the mention of the word ‘ hired ’, which also indicates the 
same conclusion ; it is foimd in the following text — ‘ D%h^itamad%k§itd 
dakai<^parihnt& ftvijo y&jayanti ’ [‘ The uninitiated priests, hired through the 
sacrificial /ee, perform the sacrifice for the initiated sacrificer ’]. — For this 
reason also, the gift should be regarded as serving the purpose of ‘ hiring 
(services), 

SUTRA (27). 

Also because the term ‘ bhbte ’ (‘ wages ’) is applied to 
WHAT IS obtained BY BEGGING. 



The term ^ Sanivanya" is to be explainexi as ‘ sanivani prdptam’, that 
is, obtained by begging it is to this tliat the term ‘bhrti'‘ (‘wages’) has 
been applied in the following passage — ‘ Yajjrw vai devatdnam na sama- 
bhavat, tarn hhrtya samabhdvayan, yat hhrtim vamvte yajnasya hhrtyai, dvd- 
dashardtrtrdiJcj^ito hhrtim rnnvUa ’ [‘ No sacrifice was possible for the deities, 
— ^they made it possible by means of wages ; when one begs for wages, it 
is for the fulfilment of the sacrifice ; the initiated sacrificer should beg for the 
wages for twelve nights’]. — ^Here we find that the term ‘ bh-Hi* has been 
applied to what has been obtained by begging for the purpose of securing 
the services of the Priests, and for the purpose of obtaining the other 
accessories of the sacrifice ; and ‘ wages ’ are that which is given to workers 
for seomang their services. — ^For this reason also the gift to the Priests is 
to be taken as being for the hiring of their services. 
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StJTB-A (28). 

Also because they are besoribed as similar to the 

‘ WOOD-GUTTER 

Bhdsya. 

There is a description of the Priests as resembling the wood-cutter in 
the following text' — Just as the wood-carrier who cuts wood, on being hired 
for wood-cutting, takes xip that work, so also the Priests of this sacrifice ’ ; 
this text says that the Priests are like the wood-carrier cuttmg wood; and 
this clearly indicates that the gift is meant for the hiring of services. 



ADHiKABAisrA (9) : At the JyoU^toma, the ‘ Mating ’ is an 
act of Disposal. 

SOTRA (29). 

[PObvapaksa] — “ The ‘ Eatings of Remnants ’ also aee like 

THAT.” 

BhUya. 


At the Jyoti§}oma and at the Darsha-Purnamam, there are Eatings of 
Bemnants, — ^to which people are entitled by their having done the ‘ Va§at- 
Mra* or the ‘Homa’.or the ‘ Juice-extraction — and which are done at 
the time of the ‘Ida’, the' ^ Prdshitra\ the ’’ Ghaturdkdkara'm^ and the 
‘ Shamyuvaka 

In regard to these, there arises the question — ^Are these ‘ Eatings ’ for 
the purpose of hiring the services of the men — or not ? 

The Purvapah^a is as follows ; — “ TJie Eatings of Remnants also ohotdd 
be treated like that ; i.e. like the giving of the Sacrificial Fee. As Eating brings 
satisfaction and through satisfaction the men become agreeable to serve ; — 
hence the Eatings of Remnants should be regarded as serving the purpose of 
hmng the services of men.” 


SUTRA (30). 

[SiDDHInTA] — ^IN FACT, IT SHOtJLH BE BEGAKDED AS AN I 
OF THE STTBSTANOE ; AS IT IS SUBSERVIENT TO THE J 
OF SOMETHING EINE. 

Bhasya. 


The term ‘ m ’ {‘in fact ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

As a matter of fact, the Eating is not for the purpose of hiring the 
services, it is for the purpose of the embellishment of the substance. — 
“Why ?” — ^Because the coming in of a. substance is useful only when it 
serves a useful purpose at the sacrifice ; so that when the Eating serves the 
purpose of embellishing the sulistance, that also serves a useful purpose. — 
Then again, there are several such statements as — ‘ He slices off a piece 
from the right-hand portion and from the middle portion — ^which speak of 
parts of the substance ; these must refer to the Remnants of the substance 
used j and they cannot be taken as laying down the bringing in of a fr^h 
substance. Hence what is laid down is. the Eating of the substance, and not 
that the substance is to be brought in for the purpose of Eating ; as the Eating 
is to be of that which has been used at the sacrifice concerned. — From all 
this it follows that the Eating serves the purpose of embellishing the Substance. 
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St]TRA (31)^. 

Also because ix eeg aed to the Rbmnaxt .they aee eq-ual. 

Bhasya. 

Furtlier, that substance of which there is the Kemnant is one -that has 
been dedicated to a deity and as such cannot be used by the sacrificer 
liimBelf ; hence the Priests cannot make use of it, nor the sacrificer ; because 
in this matter there is equality between the sacrificer and the Priests. If the 
sacrilieer were to hire the services of the Priests with the Remnant, he would 
be malring tbe Remnant his own, and in that case -its dedication to the deity 
would be nullified. — From this also it follows that the Bating is not for the 
purpose of the hiring of services. 

S^TRA (32). 

Also because it is found to be done by the Saobificib also ; the 

OTHEBS ALSO BBIXQ SIMILAE TO THE SaCBIFICEE, IT SHOULD BE 
THE SAME IN EEGAED TO THEM ALSO.. 



lb is found that Eating is done by the jSacri^cer also, as declared in the 
sentence — ‘ The Priests with the Sacrificer as the fifth, on being invited, eat 
the Cake * — certainly there can be no. ‘ hiring of services ’ of the Sacrificer 
himself and as the others (the Priests) also are in the same position as the 
Sacrificer, it ahonJd he the same in regard to them, — i.e. in their case also there 
can be no ‘ hiring of services — Such being the case, there can be no such 
idea as that ‘ the priests, with the Sacrificer as the fifth, have their services 
hired by the Eating of the Cake ’. — “ What is the similarity (between the 
Sacrificer and the Priests) ? ” — The presence of the Accusative ending (in 
the sentence ‘ Tajamdnapanchamdh parikrlyantd ’ ). — ^From this also it follows 
that the Eating is not meant for the ‘ hiring of services ’. 

StJTRA (33). 

So ALSO IS THERE A TEXT INDIOATIVB OF THE SAME CONCLUSION. 

Bhasya. 

It is only under the above view that the following statement can be 
explained — ‘ At the Kurdapayindmayana they eat the Sorm in cups without 
handles ’ ; the special qualification ‘ without handles ’ would have some 
sense only if the Eating were already there. — Similarly we find Eating done 
at Sattras ; and this would not be explicable if it were meant for the hiring 
of services. — For this reason also the Eating cannot he regarded as being 
meant for the hiring of services. 


Adhikarana ( 10 ): At the ^ Sattm\ there is to he no 
‘ appointment ’ of the Priests. 

StJTRA (34). 

The ‘ APPOINTMENT ’ OP THE PbIESTS IS FOB THE PURPOSE OP SBCUBING 

THEIB SERVICES ; HENCE IT SHOULD NOT BE DONE AT THE 
SaTTBA ; AS IT IS THEIR OWN BUSINESS. 

Bhdsya. 

There are Sattraa, in. the shape of Dvadaahdha and the rest, laid down 
in such texts as — ‘Desiring prosperity, they should have recourse to the 
Dvadaahdha ’,-~-The Archetype of these is the Jyoli^tonia, at which there is 
an ‘ appointment ’ of the Priests, laid down in such texts as — ‘ Agnirme 
hoMf etc.’ 

In regard to the Sattras, there arises the question — Should this ‘ appoint- 
ment ’ be done at the Sattras — or not ? 

In this connection, what we have to consider is- — Is the ‘ appointment ’ 
done at the Archetype a mere act of Dharma ? Or is it meant to serve 
the purpose of hiring the services of the Priests ? — ^If it is only an act of 
Dharma, then it shoxild be done at the Archetype as also at the Sattras. 
On the other hand, if it is meant for the purpose of securing the services of 
men, then it should not be done at the Sattras. 

The Purmpak^a view is that-- “ inasmuch as it is done with Mantra^' 
and in accordance with definite rules, it must be an act of Dharma', and 
hence it must be done at the Sattras 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhanta : — At the 
Sattras, there should be no ‘ appointment ’ of the Priests, — ^i.e. it should not 
be done. — The performance of the Sattra is the Priests’ own business, and 
certainly no one ‘ appoints ’ himself. At the Archetype {Jyoti^poma) the 
‘ appointment ’ is found to serve the visible purpose of securing the services 
of the Priests, and hence there can be no justification for the assuming of 
an invisible (transcendental) purpose. — Hence we conclude that there should 
be no ‘ appointment ’ at the Sattras. 


Adhikaeai^a (11): At the ' SaUm\ there is to he no 
‘ hiring ’ of the Priests. 

S'OTRA (35). 

The ‘ Hiring ’ also [is not to be done], because the woek is fob 

THEIE OWN SAKE. 

BMsya. 

In conneetion with the Archetype, Jyotistoma, the ‘ Hiring of Services’ 
has been laid down in the text^ — ‘ Oow, horse, mule .... constitute the 
Sacrificial Fee ’ ; the gi%dng of this Sacrificial Fee is indicated the General 
Law as to be done at the 8aUra also (tliis being an Ectype of the Jyot i§tnma). 
The question is — Should this be done at the Sattra or not ? 

The Furmpaksa view is that— “ In obedience to the General Law, it sliould 
be done ; also because we find that the givmg of the cow and some other things 
enumerated above as ‘ Sacrificial Fee ’ has been forbidden in connection with the 
Sattra in the text^ — ‘ At this sacrifice, the cow is not given ; nor clothes, nor 
gold ’ [which implies that the other things are to be given] ; and this is 
explicable only on the basis of the view that there is to be ‘ hiring 

In answer to this, we have the ioWowing SiddMnta The. 'hiring'' 
also is not to he dono, because the work is for their own sake ; i.e. the 
‘ hiring ’ should not be done. It has been explained above that no 
‘ appointment ’ is to be done at Sattras ; this same conclusion is applied 
to the case of ‘ hiring ’ by the particle ‘ cha ’ in the Sutra ‘ parikrayashcha ’ , 
the meaning being that the hiring also should not be done ;r— why ? — because 
the work is /or their own sake, and certainly no one * hires’ himself. ‘ 

SUTRA (36). 

[ Ol ^ ecMm ] — “But there is prohibition —like that of an act.” 

Ehdsya. 

It has been argued above that “ the Prohibition (of cei-tain articles) 
can be explained only on the basis of the view that some Sacrificial Fee is 
to be given — -This has to be refuted (which, as suggested by some, is 
done in the following (S'wiSm). — 

SUTRA (37). 

The SAID PROHIBITION could be explained as pertaining to the 

GIFT that is made TO THE ‘ PRASARPAKAS ’ ; AS THAT IS AN 
ACT OF MERE DhABMA. 

BMsya. 

The meaning is that the said prohibition is expUcabte. — “ As of what ? ” 
— As of the gift made to the Pramrpakas ; as that is an act of mere Dharma, 
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and as the giving of that gift would be indicated by the General Law as 
to be done at the Sattras, it is only right that it has been prohibited ; hence 
the prohibition is quite justified. 

StJTRA (38). 

Not so ; becatjsb the teem ‘ Sacrieicial Fee ’ has been used ; hefcb 

THE PBOHIBITIOH IN, QUESTION SHOULD BE EEGAEDED MERELY 
AS THE STATEMENT OF A FACT. 

Bhaaya. 

In fact, the prohibition does not apply to the gift that is made to the 
Pramrpdkas. — ^Why ? — Because the term ‘ Sacrificial Fee ’ hm been-ttsed ; we 
find the term ‘ Sacrificial Fee ’ (‘ dah§ind ’) in the following text — ‘ Adak- 
§inani laitrany&yuh, naJiyatra gaurdiyate, na vdso na Mranyam ’ [‘ They say 
that the Sattras are without a Sacrificial Fee, as no cow is given at them, 
nor clothes nor gold’]; — and the term ‘Sacrificial Fee’ is always used in 
the case of a gift made for the purpose of ‘ hiring ’ ; as we have the following 

text bearing upon it — ‘ Cow, horse, etc. etc these constitute the Sacrificial 

Fee ’ so that the Sacrijiciat Fee is what is given to the Priests, not to the 
Prasarpakas ; hence the denial contained in the sentence is of what is given 
to the Priests, not of what is given to the Prasarpakas. — -From all this it 
follows that the denial or prohibition in question is only the statement of a 
settled fact — that there is no Sacrificial Fee at Sattras. 


ADHiKABAiyA (12) : TJhe^ * U do/vcLsdnlya SctcrificB ’ not 
ing part of the Sattra, the Fee given at the farmer 
is to he taken as meant for ‘ hiring \ 

StJTRA (39). 

[PffBVAPAK^A] — “ The ‘ UdAVASANIYA ’ SHOULD TAKE IN THE DETAILS- 
OF THE ‘ SaTTEA BECAUSE IT IS PABT OF IT ; AND HENCE 
THE " GIVING * AT IT SHOULD BE EEGABDED AS A MET?,F. 

ACT OF DhaBMA.” 



There is the Udavaadniya sacrifice laid down in the text — ‘ Satrdd 
vdavaadya pr^iMsh^maniyena jyoti^tomena aahasradak^inena yajeran' [Where- 
the performance of a sacrifice is laid down as coming after the Sattra; and 
that sacrifice is called the ‘ Vdavaadmya 

In regard to this sacrifice,, there arises the question — ^Is the giving 
of the Sacrificial Fee at this sacrifice a mere act of Dharma ? Or does it 
serve the purpose of ‘ hiring ’ (the priests) ? — ^And in this comieotion there- 
is the further question — Is the Udavaadnlya a part of the Sattra— -or not ? 
—If it is a part of the Sattra, then the giving of the Fee must be an act 
of mere Dharma ; while, if it is not part of the Sattra, then, it serves the pur- 
pose of ‘ hiring 

The Purvapak^ view on this question is as follows : — “ The XJdara- 
adniya is a part of the Sattra . — ^How ? — Because it is laid down in the context 
of the Sattra : It is asserted in the text that ‘ it is to be performed after 
compJ'eting the Sattra ’ ; and as the context is of the Sattra, it follows that it 
is to be performed as qualifying the Sattra', which means that the 
Udavaadnlya is enjoined as part of the Sattra ; — and as the Sattra is per- 
formed for the purpose of a definite result, it cannot be taken as performed 
for the purpose of accomplishing the Udavaadnlya ; — ^nor is it necessary that 
the Vdamadmya should be performed immediately after the completion of 
the Sattra ; as such an idea could be got at only by means of indirect indica- 
tion.— In case the Udamaamya is not taken as part, of the Sattra, it will be 
necessary to assume a distinct result as following from it. — ^From all this it 
follows that — (a)j3ecause it follows immediately after the Sattra, and (6)* 
because of the Syntactical Connection of the sentence, the Udavaadmya 
must be regarded as part of the Sattra; the sense of the sentence being- 
— ‘ One should not rest content with having performed the Sattra as enjoined,. 
— ^merely by that one should not think that he has done all that he had te 
do, — there is yet a part of the Sattra which should be performed, and this 
part is the Udavaadniyti ’ ; — ^it is just as we find in the case of the sentence — 
‘ Agnim chitvd sautramanyd yajSta * [‘ Having established the Fire, 
one should perform the Sarttrdrmm sacrifice ’], — or in the sentence * Vdja- 
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peyena i4m brhaspatisavem yajeta’ [‘Afiber having ijerformed the Vajapiya 
sacrifice, one should perform the Brhaspatisava sacrifice’]. — From all this 
we conclude iha,t the Udavasdmy a is part of the Sattra. — Thus, inajmn.eh 
as the Sattra along with all its subsidiary parts is performed by men ov. 
their own behalf, the giving of the Sacrificial Fee at that sacrifice can K'c oai>' 
n.n act of Dharinai and the Udavasdniya takes in all the details «.£' iiie 
Sattra.” 

StJTRA (40). 

[Siddhanta] — It is not so ; because it has not that .fo'k its z4eciib- 

TYBE ; AND ALSO BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN ' ENJOINED AS DISTINCT. 

Bhdsya. , 

The particle ‘ tu ’ i*ejects the above view. 

It is not true that the giving of the Fee in this case is a riiero act of 
Dharnia, ; as a matter of fact, it is for the purpose of ‘ hirin;-’ ’. — Why ? ’ ' 
— Because the Udavasdniya is not a part of the Sattra, as it has hccn enjohwl 
as distinct ; the case of this sacrifice is not similar to that of the Brhaspatisava 
or the Sautrdmanl', in the case of both these latter, it is declared t hat ‘ one 
should not rest content with having performed the mentioned details, as there 
is this yet to be done ’ [and then the Brhaspatisava and the Santrdmam are laid 
down]. In the case in question however, what is said is that “ after iiavijig 
given ttp the Sattra, one should perform the Udavasdniya %-~the phru-io 
‘ Sattrdt udmasdya, ’ being equivalent to ‘ Sattrdt uUhdya ‘ having ristu? 
from the Sattra ’ ; — in this case what is expressed by the affix ‘ ktvd ’ (in 
'' Udavasaya') is totally different; the meaning is ‘having accomplished 
what has been laid down one should not abandon it ’ ; the word ‘ Udavasdya 
derived from the root " syati" with the prefixes and ‘aw’, means 
'prahdya ’ i — thus here the affix ‘ ktvd ’ denotes abandoning, while in the case 
of the Brhaspatisava and the Sautrdnimii, it signifies imimdiat& seqvsnce. — 
From all this we conclude that, because it has been enjoined as distinct, 
therefore the Udavasdniya is not a part of the Sattra, nor is the Sattra its 
Archetype ; — and hence in the case in question, the giving of the Fee must 
be regarded as being done for the purpose of ‘ hiring ’. 


ADmcKARANA (13) : The ‘ Udavasanlya ’ should he per- 
formed hy each one of the ’Priests. 

SfjTRA (41). 

[PCfBYAPAK^A] — “T hey should be pebeoemed collectively, as 

SUCH IS THE DECLARATION ; — ^AS IN THE CASE OP THE 
‘ DviYAJflA 

Bhasya. 

The subject-matter is the same as before, — the text — ‘ Sattrdt ndava- 
sdya pr^^w^hmimnlyerui jyoti^tomena sahasradak^'^na yajeran — In connec- 
tion with this we have seen that the Pr^phashamantya (Udavasdniya) is not a 
part of the Sattra . — ^The question that arises now is — ^Is this sacrifice to be 
performed by the priests collectively ? Or by each one of them, severally ? 

The FuTvapak§a view is as follows : — “ It should be performed collectively 
by all. — ^Why ? — Because the plurality enjoined (bj’’ means of the term 
^yajeran') is something to be adopted in connection with the sacrifice ; — 
if then it were done by anyone of them, then the performance would not be 
accompanied by that plurality; — as in the case of the ' Dviyajna ’ (sacrifice 
by two persons) ; In the ' text — ‘ Sitlna rdjapurohitau sdyujyakamau 
yafiydtdm ’ [‘ Desirous of absorption, the King and the Minister should 
perform this sacrifice ’], — ^the King and the Minister have been mentioned 
as characterising the sacrifice, and the word ' ‘ yajtydtdm ’ signifies the 
sacrifice as something to be accomplished; and the same word also signifies 
that there are two performers [and there is a single performance] similarly 
in l^e case in question we have the words ‘ pf^thashamanlylna yajeran 
— ^Krom all this it follows that the Prathashamaniya (Vdamadmya) should be 
performed by all, collectively.” 


This Adhikaraipa, is left here unfinished; we shall explain the Sutra 
now which embodies an intermediate topic. [The thread of Adhikarana (13) 
is taken up under Su. 43, whidi propounds the SiddhAnta in answer to the 
Purvapak^a set forth in Su. il.} 


Adhikaba:na ( 14 ) ; At the ‘ Udavasdmya ’ the Friests are 
to he other than those engaged in the ‘ Sattra \ 

SUTRA (42); 

At that saoeificb, they should appoint otheb priests. 



In connection with the same text that has been dealt with under the 
preceding Siitra, there arises the question — At the sacrifice in qiieltion are 
the same persons that are engaged in the Sattra to be the priests? Or 
should others be appointed ? 

The Piirmpak§a view is as follows: — “Those same should be 
employed ; — why ? — ^because the expression ‘ XJdavaaaya yajeran ’ shows that 
the persons performing the Udamadniya sacrifice are the same that have 
given, tip the Sattra ; so that, even though the employment of other 
priests is indicated by the General Law, yet that indication is set aside by 
the Direct Assertion and the same persons are to be employed ; just as, in 
the case of the Sattra itself, though the General Law indicates that it is to 
be performed by only one sacrijicer, yet on the strength of Direct Assertion, 
it is performed by several (seventeen) sacrifioers 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhanta : — At that 
sacrifikie they should appoint other priests ; it is not .true that the performers 
of the Pr^ihashamaniya {Udavasdnlya) are enjoined to be the same as those 
of the Sattra ; it has been already explained that these performers have not 
been enjoined as something to be actually adopted ; and what has not been 
enjoined cannot form part of the sacrifice ; and any defect in what m not a part 
of the sacrifice does not vitiate the sacrifice itself ; — the General Law indicates 
the employment of othw persons as priests.-— Further, in so far as the result 
of the action accrues to the doer, the doers must be the same, — this is clearly 
indicated by the particular Conjugational ending ; but the 

result of a sacrifice never accrues to the doers, in the shape .of the Priests ; 
hence so far as the priestly functions are concerned, the doers cannot be the 
same ; — ^at the main sacrifice (of the Sattra) we do recognise them to be the 
doers, and they may be so recognised* at the XJdavasdnlya also; yet for the 
priestly functions, other persons*should be appointed. 


[The thread of Adhikarana (13) is now resumed, and the following Suira 
seta the Siddkanta of that Adhikara^.J 
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SBTRA (43). 

[SiDBHAHTA — in anmmr to Purvajoahsa set forth in 8u. 41]— In facji, it 

SHOUIiB BE FjBEFOKMED BY' BACH ONE OF THEM SBTEEAliLY, 

AS THEBE IS NO INCONGEUITY IN IT; SPBCIAJXY AS' 

THEBE IS ONLY ONE FBBFOBMEB AT THE AbOHETYPE. 

Bhdsya. 

Tills is the answer to the Purmpak^ which (under Su. 41). was left 
unanswered. 

The term ‘ ’ (‘ in fact ’) impli^ the rejection of the Purmpah^ view. 

As a matter of fact, the men are not to perform the UdavaSaniya 
collectively, — they should perform it severally, one by one. — “Why?”— 
Because there is no incongruity in ii; the mention of ‘giving up’ (of the 
SaUra) is meant to indicate the men — ^viz. ‘ those persons who give up the 
Sattra ’ ; — ^it is possible for only one man (from among the seventeen per, 
formers of the SoflSra) to ‘ give up the SaMra’ ; and what the iniuiiction 
means is that the particular sacrifice ( Udamsdniya) is to be performed by 
those persons who have the said character of having ‘ given ixp the Sat^ ’ ; 
—there is nothing to prohibit the performance of it by one man ; — Whence it 
follows, that the mtti may perform the sacrifice one by one. — “But the 
performance has been declared as to be done by several persons; so that 
it cannot be done by the men singly.” — 'That does not affect our position ; 
there is nothing to prevent the performance of it by the men singly hence 
we eonclrwie that on the strength of the General Law, the Udavasamya 
should be petformed by the men severally, one by one. 

Says the Opponent — “ When the performance is spoken of as to be 
done by several persons, it cannot be done by the men singly 

Even so the position remains unaffected. Because plurality is not 
what is enjoined here ; the fact of the matter is that what is laid down is 
that -‘those who give up the Satlra should perform the Vdam8amya\ — 
and as th^re are several performers of the Sattra, it is this plurality that is 
only referred to in the text in question ; — ^but each one of them singly Ateo 
is ‘ a person who has given up the Sattra ’ ; so that these would perform the 
Udamsdmya sacrifice also singly ; — just as in mgard to their ‘ giving up 
of the Sattra ’ the plural nmnber refers to the persons not collectively (but 
severally), so in r^£urd to the performance of the Udamsaniya also, it would 
refer to them not collectively (but severally); 

Says the Opponent— “ The plural number (in *yaferan’) cannot be 
a mere reference, because the pVu/radUy in question has not been, enjoined 
elsewhere ; the plurality has not been already enjoined anywhere in regard 
to the sacrifice {Udavasamya),— era the basis whereof it could be taken as 
merely referred to in tjie text in question. — ^It may be said that it has just 
been explained that the sacrifice has been laid down for those who have 
given up the Sattra, and these are many [so that the reference could be to this 
fact]. — Bxit that plurality is in regard to the giving up (of the Sattra); hot 
in regard to. lAie satnijice {Udavasamya). — ^It ihight be argued that, by the 
force of the sentence, it would pertain to the sacrifice also. — That however 
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is not possible ; it is only when a complete word requires another word, 
that we have a sentence; — in the case in question however, the saerifiee 
became connected with plurality long J^eforehand, and at that time the 
persom who give up the Sattra have not been mentioned at all ; and j-et 
even at that time the Plural Number is used; hence being connected wdth 
the Plural Number, it requires the connection of ‘ the persons giving up the 
Sattra ’ who have been mentioned by another word ; — from this it follows 
that the performance should be connected with plurality,— jxist as in tlie 
case of the Dviyajna and the Sattra." 

Our answer to this is as follows— It is not so ; m a case where there 
is the slightest ground for a sentence to be taken as a mere reference,— it 
is open to doubt as to whether it is a reference or an injunction ; and though 
in other cases, where there is something new asserted, it maj'' be rnore 
reasonable to take it as an injunction than a reference, — yet, in the case 
in question, it cannot but be a mere reference to Plurality ; so that there is 
no connection established between the sacrifice and several persons, — and 
the purpose served is only a visible one ; on the other hand, under the other 
view, if Plurality be connected with the sacrifice, it would be neeeasary to 
assume a transcendental puipose. From all this it follows that it should 
be taken as a mere reference. 

Says the Opponent — “ The same, then, may be the case with the Dviyajna 
and the Sattra (which also would not be performed by several iiersons).” 

Answer — There is a difference between the injunction ‘ Udavasaya 
yajeran ’ (which lays down the Udavasdniya) on the one hand, and the 
injunctions ‘ BdjapuroMtau yajeydtdm ’ (laying down the Dviyajna) and 
‘ J^ddhihdmdfy aattramdsiran ' (laying dowm the Sattra). Where there is a 
word with the participial ending '’Ktvd', it is understood that there are two 
acts (one after the other), — and where the fact of their being several per- 
formers is learnt from direct assertion itself, in such a case, the second 
sentence speaking of the act is taken as enjoining only that much which is 
denoted by the verbal root (i.e. the factor of the sacrifice only), — and all 
the rest — the actual performance, the performers and their number— is only 
referred to as already known from other sources ; the only thing enjoined 
being what is denoted by the verbal root (i.e. the act itself). In the case 
of the Dviyajna or of Sattras, all the factors— -what is denoted by the verbal 
root, the performance, the performers and their number— are enjoined, not 
being alreadj^ known from other sources.— The term ‘ rdjapurohitau ’ (in 
the sentence ‘‘rdjapurohitau yajeydidm') cannot signify the performance, 
or the character of being the performer, or the number of performers. 
Similarly in the injunction of the Sattra, the term ‘ rddhilcdmdh ' cannot 
signify any of these things. It is for this reason that in all such cases tho 
number is taken to be predicated as something to be emphasised and 
secured ; consequently in the case of the Dviyajna and other such sacrifices, 
the mention of the number is not taken to be more reference, and hence in 
this case the act has to be done by a number of persons'; — it cannot be 
so in the case m question; hence we conclude that the Prathashamamya 
(Udavasdniya) should be performed by the persons severally. 


Adhikarana (15) : the'Kdmlsti' the Sacrificial Fee 

sewes a trmiscendenUt,l purpose^ — not that of sectiriHg 
the services of the Priests. 

SUTRA (44). 

[PltkVAPAKSA] — •' So ALSO AT THE ‘ KAMESTI ’ ; AS THE TERM 'GIVING 
IS THERE.” 

BMsya. 

At the SarasixMa-jSattra, there is the Kdtnesti, laid down in the text — 

‘ Plak^mm prmmmmmn prdpya aynaye kdmdya astdkapdlam puroddsham 
nirmpati — iasydw. ashvdm pivrudihcha dhenuke dutvd prati yanimidm ava- 
bhrthamabhyavayantl ' [where the giving of two milch cows is laid down]. 

In regard to this there arises the question — Is this yift for the purpose 
of ‘ Hiring ’ ? Or is it an act of mere Dharrm. ? In connection with the 
Pr^thmhamnmya {Ud-avasdmya) it has been explained that, inasmuch as 
it is not a part of the SaMra, the gift should be taken as serving the purpose 
of ‘ Hiring ’ ; and we are now going to consider tlie same question in conneetion 
with the Kdmesti which is really part of the Sattm. 

On this qiiestion, the Purvapaksa view is as follows “ Just as at the 
Prsthashamanlya (Udavasdnlya), the giving is for ‘Hiring’, so it should be 
in the case in question also. — This is what is signified by the use of the 
particle ‘ cha — ‘ Why ’ ? — As the term ‘ giving ’ is there ; i.e. the term 
‘ giving ’ is found in the text — ‘ Dhemtke datvd ’ and the term ‘ giving ’ 
{‘ddna^) is always understood to be meant for ‘Hiring’, when it refers to 
workers. — ^Then again, the sacrifice in question is not a Sattra ; it is 
only a subsidiary of the Sattra ; what the Context indicates is that the Sattra 
is performed by the Master- himself, — not so its subsidiaries; these latter 
being performed by the Priests who come into them by virtue of the General 
Law, and it is then alone that it is complete and helps the Sattra concerned ; 
wliile if not performed by other priests, it would remain defective to that 
extent and hmce not help the Sattra . — From all this it follows that in this 
case, the giving is for ‘ hirirqg 

StlTRA (45). 

[SiddhInta] — In pact, it should be regarded as a mere statement, 

BECAUSE IT IS A ‘ SaTTRA \ 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ ('in fact ’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

In this case the giving is not for ‘ hiring ’ ; it is a mere act of Bharma, 
— “ Why ? ” — Because U is a SaUra ; and it has been proved that at the 
(Sattm, there is no secwnrw/ o/ semcea. 
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Says the Opponent — “ But the Kami^i ^ not a Sattra ; it is a subsidiary 
of the Sattra, we have already explained above.” 

Answer — It is not a SaUra, it is a subsidiary of the Sattra, and as such i# 
falls in the midst of the SaUra ; — and the Sattra along with its subsidiaries 
has got to be performed by the sacrifieers themselves (without the aid of 
hired priests) ; — so that when tins self -performance is carried into practice, 
the performers of the Isti become known ; — -and in this case there is no 
need for the ‘ securing of sen'icos ’ ; so that the giving that is laid down 
can only be regarded as an act of Dharma. 



ABHiKAiiAiffA (16): The gift made at the ^ Darslm-Fuma- 
mma^ to the ^ Enemy ^ is meant to serve a 
transcendental purpose. 

SCTEA (46). 

Ilf THE CASE OF THE ‘ ENEMY INASMUCH AS THEBE IS NO INJUNCTION, 
THE TBBM ‘ SaCBIFICIAL FbE ’ BECOMES EXCLUDED, 

Ehdsya. 

In. connection with the Darsha-Purmmdsa, we read — ‘ Yadi patnlfy 
mmya^ayan kapdkfmabhijuhuydt vaiahvanaram diJodaskaJcapdlam nirmpU, 
imyaiMhayano gaurdah§ind, tarn aa dmsydyd dadydP [‘Wldle preparing the 
wives, if one happens to throw into the fire the Pans, he should offer the 
oake baked on twelve pans to Vaishmnara ; the sacrificial fee for this is an 
one-year-old calf; this he ahotdd give to hia enemy']. 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Is this giving of the one~year> 
old calf for the'purpose of ‘ hiring * ? ■ Or is it a mere act of Dharrm ? 

Ihe PttrtJajpcs&fa view is that — “inasmuch as the text contains the 
term ‘ Sacrificial Pee ’ the giving must be taken to be for ‘ hiring ’ ; as a 
^ft is called ‘ Sacrificial Fee ’ only when it is made for the purpose of 
securing the services of the man.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnia — In the case of the 
enemy, the giving mxist be an act of mere Dharma, — this is what is indicated 
by' the term ‘ Olm ’ in the Sutra. — “ Why so ? ” — Because tlw* is no 
injunction, — of an inimical Priest ; as a matter of fact, one’s enemy can 
©evar be his Priest, — since it has been declared that ‘the Priest and the 
Teacher should not be transgressed against ’. In a case where there is no 
need for a hired performer, what will the mere use of the term ‘ Sacrificial 
Fee * do ? — ^Further, if the gift in question were treated as meant for ‘ hiring ’ , 
then this would mean the exclusion of the legitimate ‘ Sacrificial Fee ’ ; 
under the General Law, the Sacrificial Fee payable at the Rite in question is 
the ^ AnvdMrya' (Cooked Rice), — ^and this would become excluded, and 
this would mean an infringement of the General Law. — ^Frojn all this it 
follows that the giving of the one-year-old calf is a mere act of Dharma 
and that it should be given to a person who is not acting as a Priest. 



Adhikaeana ( 17 ) ; The ' Bone-Sacrifice ’ has living 
persons for its performers. 

SUTRA (47). 

The ‘ Bone-Sagrieioe ’ must be taken as to be pbefobmed by otheks, 

AS THERE IS NO INCONGRUITY IN THIS, WHILE THERE IS INCON- 
GRUITY IN THE Bones (being regarded as the 
PERFORMERS), 

Bhdsya. 

There is the following declaration™' Yadi smidiksitanam prmniyeta, 
tarn dagdhva krmmjme asthinyupanahya yo’sya nedwtfmk tarn tasya sthdne 
dlhsayitvd tena salHa yajeran, tatah mmvatsare asthlni ydjayeran ’ [‘If after 
initiation one happens to die, they should cremate liina and having tied up 
his hones in a black antelope-skin, they, should initiate the person who happens 
to be his nearest relative and perform the sacrifice with him ; at the end 
of the year, they ahmdd tnahe the Bones sao'ifice’’]. 

In regard to tins sacrifice at the end of the year, there arises the question 
— Is this to be performed by the living persons ? Or by the Bones ? 

The Pilrmpaksa view on this question is as follows : — “ The sacrifice is 
to be performed by the Bones, on account of co-ordination. — ‘What co- 
ordination ? ’ — The co-ordination consisting in the fact that the Bones are 
the object of the verb ‘ make to sacrifice — ^It might be objected that Bones 
are inanimate things and hence they cannot themselves perform any acts, 
— how tlien could they be the performers of any act ? — ^The answer to this 
is that what the word expresses is the fact of the Bones being made to do 
the act, and those that make them do it are other than the Bones ; those 
others will make the Bones do the act. — ^The Opponent may argue as follows : 
— ‘ Unless one does an act, one is not spoken of as made to do it ; — one is 
said to make another do an act only when the other does the act; — and 
the Bones can never perform the act in its entirety — ^The answer to this 
is as follows: — On the strength of the Direct Injunction the Bones would 
be made to perform as much of the sacrifieer’s ftmctions as they can perform, — 
they would perform for instance such functions as the measuring of the 
Udumbara Post [the Post lias to be as tall as the * Sacrificer and it will 
be possible to make it as tall as the Bone], the Shukrdnvdrambhana and the 
like.— -Says the Opponent — ‘ The most important act they cannot do ; nor 
can they perform all the subsidiary acts ; and there are many act.s that 
have got to be done by the Sacrificer — On the strength of the injunction 
what would be done is that the Priests -would receive what belonged to the 
dead man, and having thus become ‘ hired ’ through that as the ‘ Sacrificial 
Fee, they would do the offering of the sacrifice ; and this offering would be 
in strict accordance with the injunction.' — Says the Opponent — ‘ Under this 
explanation, the persons who officiate at the sacrifice, — and not the Bones — 
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})ecc)uii.‘ the sacrificers h — The answer to that is that in reality, it is 
the a etna! sacrificers that become the performers in this case; because one 
w iio floes do an act is not spoken of as making to do ; the sacrifice being 
j)ei'frn-med by the Bones, it is the fact of the Priests being the persons who 
?nake them do it which is referred in the text as something already known. 
Just as, when it is said ‘ Qrmnakdman yajayet ’ [‘ One should make the man 
desiring a. village to j^erform a sacrifice ’], the injunction meant is that 
‘ desiring a village one slimild perform a sacrifice ’ ; and the causal factor 
(deaioted by the causal affix in ’’ ydfayet’) is a mere reference to what is 
already known. This is what is clearly indicated by the text — ' Stotre 
asthi kumbhamupadadhuti’ [‘The hymn having been recited, the Bone sets 
up the jar ’] ; where the Bone is found spoken of as the actual performer. — 
From all this it follows that the sacrifice in question is performed by the 
Bones, not by the living persons.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The Bone~ 
sacrifice mmt be taken as to be performed by others, — ^i-e. by the living persons ; 
because there would be no incongruity in those latter being regarded as 
offering the sacrifice ; while it would be incongruous to refer to the Bones as 
offering the sacrifice. The act of offering is really done in the mind, and 
the Bones have no mind. — ^It has been asserted that — “ the priests receiving 
what belonged to the dead man, as the Sacrificial Fee, would become hired 
and then make the offering, and. this offering would be in strict accordance 
with the injunction ”. — But it is not so ; — ^when the injunction is in the form 
‘ Yajeta^ (‘One should offer sacrifice’), the denotation of the root ‘to 
sacrifice ’ does not become altered in view of certain persons being unable to 
offer the sacrifice, — simply on the strength of a certain assertion.— What 
the -word ‘ Yafita' means is ' Ydgam teraito should perform sacrifice’ ; 
and the root ‘ to sacrifice ’ cannot have any other meaning. Fxirther, 
merely on the strengt^h of an assertion, it cannot be said that ‘ what is 
received by the Priests is the wealth of the dead man ’ ; nor is the wealth 
(Fee) given by the Bones ; and in the absence of giving, there can he no 
hiring. In the ca^e of an injunctive word, it cannot he right to take it in an 
indirect (figurative) sense ; in fact, it is only when a certain idea has been got 
at through other means of knowledge, that it is connected with a figurative 
expression ; for instance, when it is said ‘ the ox should be sacrificed what is 
sacrificed is the animal belonging to the genus ‘ox’, and not the plough- 
man ,* b\it when it is said ‘ this plough-man is an ox the term ‘ ox ’, in its 
application to the ploughman, is taken in its figurative sense (of foolish)- 
— Hence when the sacrifice is enjoined, the root ‘ to sacrifice ’ caimot have 
any other meaning (than sacrificing). Then again, there is no wealth that 
belongs to the Bones, on receiving which the Priests would regard them- 
selves as hired by that skeleton. — Thus it follows that the Bones cannot 
in any way be the performers of a sacrifice ; and hence the ‘ co-ordination » 
( urged by the Purvapaksin) cannot be regarded as really meant to be expressed 
by the words of the text. 

Says the Opponent — “ Under the circumstances, as the sentence 
expresses an incompatible idea, it must be regarded as meaningless 
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Not so, we reply. When a definite meaning is expressed, the sentence 
cannot be meaningless; in fact, from the sentence consisting of the words 
‘ Sawmtmre ydjayet ’ 1‘ At the end of the year, one should make to sacrifice ’], 
a certain sense is obtained, and that much alone, is what is meant to be 
asserted here ; and it is not meant to be asserted that ■ the bones should 
be made to sacrifice 

“ Is then the term ‘ oMhlni ’ a wTong reading ? ” 

We do not say that it is a wrong reading ; that alone cannot be regarded 
as the right reading which serves the purpose of enjoining things and wiiich 
expresses its own direct meaning only ; even such words become connected 
with a sentence as are mere references and express the sense by indirect 
(figurative) indication ; and a word of this latter kind is not regarded as 
a wrong reading. Now while it is true that the word ' asthmi' (‘bones’), 
if taken as injunctive, or as expressing its direct meaning, earmot be con- 
strued with the sentence, it can be construed when taken either as a 
reference, or in an indirect (figurative) sense. — For these reasons the 
expression ‘ Samvatmri ydfayU ’ should be taken as pertaining to those 
living persons who §,re connected with the performance ; the term ‘ asihi ’ 
(‘bone’) wojLild indicate . these persons indireetly (figuratively)- — in the 
sense of ‘ persons with bones ' ; — so that the meaning of the sentence would 
be ‘ should make peraons with bones to sacrifice “ Who are these persons 
with bones ? ” — ^Those who bad started to perform the sacrifice along with 
the dead man : — it being quite reasonable for the imm to w-hom the bones 
belonged to be indirectly indicated by the term ‘lx>nes’. — ^From all this 
we conclude that the sacrifice is to be performed by living persons. 

SUTRA (48). 

Its xtse would be only so bar as it is actually r.Am down. 



It has been argued that the text ‘ Ntcrfre asihi kwnbhemupadadMti ' 
indicates certain functions of the sacrificer as to be performed by the Bones. 
— But the function spoken of here is not the Sacrificer's ; becatise the Bones 
never perform a sacrifice, — as has been already explained. Hence on the 
strength of the sentence quoted all that can be admitted is that the function 
spoken of is similar to that of the sacrificer ; only so far be admitted 
as is actually asserted ; it cannot indicate all the functions of the sacrificer. 

From all this it follows that the sacrifice in question is to be performed 
bj’- the living persons. 


Adhik ARANA ( 18 ): At the Bone-sacrifice \ the ‘'Japa \ 
and s%ich other details are not to he performed. 

— (A Hypothetical Discussion.) 

SUTRA (49). 

If, on the basis of thl Text, it be taken for granted (that the 
Sacrifice IS to be performed by Bones), {a) the ‘Japa’ 

AND THE ‘ Embellishments ’ become excluded ; — {b) 

AS ALSO THE ISTI, BECAUSE THIS IS FOR THAT. 

Bhdsya. 

We proceed to consider the ‘ Japa ’ (Repeating of Mantras), the 
“ embellislunents ’ and the Istii the first half of th.Q iiutra deals with the Japa 
and the ‘embellishments’, and the remaining part, vs’ith the Isti. — ‘Japa' 
stands for those Mantra -recitations in regard to which there are sncii 
injunctions as 'Japati ' (‘ recites — ‘embellishments’ stands for those 
acta that have been enjoined in such sentences as ‘ he shaves his head and 
beard 

(A) The question that arises is — Should this ‘ Japa ' and the 
‘ embellishments ’ be performed in the case of the Bones '(performing the 
Sacrifice) ? 

Question — “ But it has been settled that the Sacrifice is performed by 
the living persons, not by the Bones”. [How then can there arise any 
such question ?] ” 

Answer — •This is a hypothetical discussion ; we take it for granted (for 
the sake of argument) that the Sacrifice. may be performed by the Bones and 
then proceed to consider the said question. In this manner, the purpose of 
the preceding Adhihiranet also becomes considered. — If the sacrifice were 
perfonmed by the Bones, are the ‘Japa’ and the ‘embellishments’ to be 
performed— -or not ? 

On this question, the Purvapak§a is that — “In accordance with the 
principle laid down under 10. 1. 1, thcd — inasmuch as the procedure has been 
transferred to the other context, all the details should he performed, — the ‘ Japa ’ 
and the ‘ embellishments ’ must be performed 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — If, on the strength 
of the text quoted, the sacrifice were to be performed by the Bones, then, in that 
case, the ‘ Japa ’ and the ‘ embellishments ’ would become excluded, as 
the need for them will have ceased. As a matter of fact, the Bones cannot 
do the Japa, nor can there be any shaving of their ‘ head and beard” ; and 
what is impossible to be done cannot be brought in by the General Law. 

The latter half of the '/Stjifm, says — as also ike I§ti, because this is for 
that. — Tlie question to be considered is — should, in this case, the DtJcsanlyd 
l§ti be performed, or not ?-^The Puroapak^ is tlrnt, “ in accordance with 
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the General Law, it must be performed —In answer to this, we have the 
following Siddhanta — Along with the Isti, the Japa and the embellishments 
sliould be omitted, — i.e. the Isti also should be excluded.—” Why ? ” — 
Because it is for the sake of that, i.e. the Isti is to be performed in view of 
the fact that the saerificer is going to take the Initiation ; — the ‘ Initiation ’ 
consists in the keeping of certain vows ; — ^these vows, are mental operations; 
— the Bones however have no mind [Hence they can have no mental opera- 
t ions]. — -That the Isti in question is for the sake of the Initiation to be 
taken by the saerificer is clear from the assertion m the text laying down 
the Isti — ‘ When going to be initiated, one should offer a cake baked upon 
eleven pans to Agm- h— From all this it follows that the Isti also 
becomes excluded. 



Adhik ARANA (19) : At the ‘ Bone-sacrifice'^ the ‘ 7neasuring 
of the Udmriba7'a Posf and the ‘‘ Toitching of the 
Shuhra ’ should be done — (Hypothetical 
Discussion). 

SUTRA (50). 

What is subservient to the purposes op the SACRnacE should 

BE DONE, BECAUSE IT IS A SUBORDINATE FACTOR. 

Bhlsya. 

[The Hypothetiml Inquiry continues ] — 

In connection with the .sumo ‘ Bone-sacrilico ’ the fnllounng qnestiorx 
is going to considered — At the Archetypal sacritice ‘ the Udninbarfi Po.st 
is aw tali as the sacrificer’ and ‘the .sacrificer touches the SIiukra-vessel'‘ ■— 
at the Bone-aacrifice [assuming that it is performed ]jy the Bones] slioutd 
such acts as these be i>erfurmed — or not V 

The Purvapahm view is that — "the Bones being inaninxate things, 
they cannot, bj' themselves, do any act at all, and hence in the '' measuring 
of the Post ’ and ‘ the touching of the Shukra ’ they cannot be the per- 
formers.'^ 

In answer to this, we have the following — Biddhdnia, — What is mb- 
servient to the purposes of the sacrifice sho-idd be done, because it is a sub- 
ordinate factor ;---a(‘ts like those in question, which subserve the pxirposes of 
the sacrifice, should be done ; because in this case the ‘ Sacjrificer ’ is a 
subordinate factor ; what is needed at the sacrifice is [a) the Udmnbara- 
Post measured to be as tall as the sacrificer, and (b) tiu* Shukra that has 
been touched by the Sacrificer ; -and (o) the measuring can be done with 
tlie inanimate bones also, (b) so also can the touching of the Shukra. Hence 
it follows that acts like these should be done. 


-Adhikaeana (20): At the ' Bone-sacrifice \ 'Prospective 
acts' shall not he performed--- {Rjpothetiedl Discussion). 

SUTEA (51). 

The ‘ PROSPECTIVE acts ’ are not to be performed ; BECAUSE THERE 
CAN BE NO KNOWLEDGE OF THE DESIRE (FOR RESULTS), JUST 
AS THEBE IS NO KNOWLEDGE OF THE DESIRE OF OTHER 
PERFORMERS ALSO UNTIL THEY .ARE MENTIONED. 



There is the Jyoti§toma sacrifice,-— in connection with which, we read — 

‘ If one desire that the Rain-god should rain, he should measure out the 
assembly-room (Sodas) on a low level’, etc., etc. 

The question that arises is— At the Bone-sacrifice, — which has the 
■Jyoti^toma for its Archetype, and which therefore takes in the details of the 
latter, according to the General Law — should, or should not, such ‘ prospec- 
tive acts ’ (acts performed with a definite result in view), be pefformed ? 

The PUrvapaksa view is as followS'^“ In accordance with., the General 
Law, it should be done. — Objection — ‘ But the Bones cannot desire anything, 
while all such acts are performed by reason of the saerificer entertaining the 
■desire for definite results — Answer — ^In such cases, it is not necessary that the 
Sacrijicer should have the desiro for the results ; the meaning of the text is — 
‘ If the assembly-room is measured out at a low level, there is. rain ’ ; so that 
whenever rain is needed (by anyone) the Assembly Room should be measured 
out at a low level, and the much-needed rain will follow.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta: — ‘Prospective’ 
acta like those in .question shall not be performed. — “Why ? ” — Wliat is 
meant is that ‘ if the sacrijic&r desires rain, rain comes if the Assembly Room 
is measured out at a low level ’ ; on accoimt of the Atmanepada cnrling 
(in ^ kSTnciyUa') the implication, is that the main act along with all its 
.subsidiary details is conducive to bringing rewards to the Saerificer ; and it 
cannot bring it to others desiring it, — ^In the case in question, it cannot be 
known that the Saoiificer (who has been assumed to be the Skeleton) desires 
the rain as his rewaid ; even in the case of living sacrificers, when the 
desire is there, it is not known until he mentions it, — what to say of the 
Bones (which are inanimate) ? And when the desire itself is absent in them, 
the acts prompted by that desire cannot be performed. 


Adhikaraista (21): At the \ Bone-sacrifice \ there shall he 
no ‘ invoking of blessings ’ along with the ‘ Suktavdka ’ 

— (Hypothetical Discussion), 

SUTRA (52). 

The invoking also of desired blessings as contained in the 

‘ SUKTAVIkA ’ SHALL NOT BE DONE ; BECAUSE OF 
ABSENCE, 

BMsya. 

In connection with the ‘ Bone-sacrifice ’ there are certain acts performed, 
like the Prayanlya, which have the Darslm-Purfianiasa for their Archetype, 
and which come into the Bone-sacrifice by the General Law, these acts, 
the reciting of the Siiktavdlca also comes in by virtue of the General Law ; 
this Suktavdka contains the following words — ‘ Ayam yajamana dyurdshmte, 
$uprajdstvamda}hdste, vishvam priyamdshdste. yadunena havisd cishdafs tada^ 
shydt tad dadhydt tadaamai devdrdsattcim ’ \ ‘ This sacrificer desires longevity, 
he desires excellent progeny, etc., etc.’]. 

The question that arises is— Shoxild, or should not, this ‘ invoking 
of blessings ’ be done at the ‘ Bone-sacrifice ’ ? 

The most reasonable answer that presents itself is as follows : — The 
blessings that are invoked in course of the Suktavdka should not be invoked. 
“ Why ? ” — Because of absence, — of the desiring person ; the Bones do not 
desire anything, as has been already pointed out ; hence the invokings 
should not be done. 

Instead of reading ' Suktdvake', the Sutra has read ‘ Suktavukavat'. 
— Why do you explain it like that ? ” — The answer is that the invoking 
of the blessings is that which finds place in the Suktavdka ; hence the affix 
‘ vati ’ is taken as signifying this ‘ finding place ’ ; — that such interpretation 
is permissible has been shown under Su. 10. 5. 88 below ; hence it means 
no attack on the /Swira. 

SUTRA (53). 

{Purvapaksin'’s ohjectio7i \ — “ The invokings should be done ; because 

THE STATEMENT IS PURELY DECLAMATORY.” 

BM§ya. 

“It is not as you say — that in the case of the Bones (performing the 
sacrifice) the invoking of the blessings should not be done ; as a matter of 
fact, the invokings should he done,*'hecauae the statement is purely declamatory ; 
that is, the invoicing of the blessings must be done ; — ^why ? — because the 
statement is purely declamatory ; the whole of the passage — ‘ He desires 
longevity, etc. ’ is purely declamatory ; there are no injunctions here, they 
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are only declamations ; and because they are deelahiations, the fact of 
their eoihing in at the performance is indicated by the General Law. ■ lienee 
if this invoking is done, the^ General Law becomes obeyed. Hence we 
conclude that the invoking of the blessings should be done.” 

SUTRA (54). 

[A%.s?i!er]~NoT so ; btscause they signify desiee ; and there is 

NO SUCH DESIEE (iN THE BONES) AS THEBE IS IN OTHERS. 

Bhasya, 

It is not as you say—that ‘ the invoking of blessings should be done 
“ Why ? ’‘'—Because they signify desire ; i.e. the invocations in question speak 
of desire-, — the words ‘the sacrificer desires longevity, etc., etc.’ — are used 
only when the desire has actually appeared ; in the case in question however, 
there is no such sacrificer as would entertain the' desire for the bles.sings 
spoken of the Bones are inanimate things ; and Bones can have no de.sire ; 
this is what is meant by the phrase there is no such desire' , — i.e. there is no 
such desire in the Bones, — as there is in others ; i.e. in living persons, these 
desires do appear ; never in the Bones. Hence we conclude that in the 
case of the Bones (being the sacrificers), there should be no invoking of the 
blessing.s. 

“ But we have said that these assertions are declamatory.” 

The answer to that is that they are not declamatory, these are injunc- 
tive ; hence the objection urged becomes refuted ; so that what you have 
said— that for the Bones, the invoking of. the blessings should be done, — 
is not right ; as a matter of fact, it should not be done ; this is what is meant 
by the Sutra— Not so, because they signify desire and there is no such desire 
in the Bones as there is in others. 


AdhikAeana (22) : At the ‘ Bone-sacrifice \ there should be 
no performance of the ‘ Hotr-Kdmm ’ (acts con- 
tingent upon the Hotfs desire ) — ■ 
(Hypothetical Discussion). 

SUTRA (55). 

[PCfEVAPAKSA]— ” The ‘ Hotb-Kama ’ acts should be done.” 



The ' Dvadashaha’’ and other Sattras form the subject-matter of this- 
Adhikarana ; in reference to these, we read — ’ Tafah mmirilnlire asfhmi 
ydjayet ’ [‘ Then at the end of the year, one should make the Bones jierfonn 
the sacrifice ‘ j i — under the General Law, Initiation and otlier i‘ites also 
become achnissible at these Satfms ; — and further, at the Archetype, there' 
are certain ‘ Hotrkdmn ' rtr.ts, laid down in the text — ‘ Yam kamuyeta apaslm- 
min sydditi pamcMm lam/eddituipahvayef, upashmnfmem hharafi : yam. kdmi- 
yeta pramdyukah sydditi fasyochrhaistardm mmt kurydt, etc.. er<^. ’. [Where 
certain acts are laid down as to be done by the Hotr-priest, in rlie event of 
his desiring certain re.sults to befall the Saeritieer, h*‘nee these acts ai'e 
called ' Boir-Kdmad']. 

In regal’d to these, there arises the cpiestion — Sliould these Hotr-Kdma 
acts be done or not in the ease of Bones (jierforuung the sacrifice) ? 

Objection--" It ha.s been settled that the .sacrifice can bo performed 
only by the living persons {Vide above Sil. 47 et. .seq.) 

Ansiver — We start this enquiry on the as.s-amption (taking it for granted) 
that the sacrifice may be performed by the Bones. 

On this que.stion, the Purvapaksa .starts with the Sutm — " I'he, Holf- 
Kdma ads should he done — in the case of the Bones.- -Why ? — Bec-ause thie 
Oeimral Law makes them admissilile ; hence their perfonuauc<5 would mean 
obedience to the General Law' ; hence we conclude that, the Hotr-Kdma acts 
should be done.” 

SUTRA (56). 

Not .so : because thev involve the invokino of blessings upon iini. 

Bhdmju, 

This is not right ; you have said that the Hotr-KCvma acts should 
'ne doiU‘ ; as a matter of fact. 4-hey should not be done. — Why V — Beca'usc 
they involve the .nrokiny of blessmys upon him. — i.e. it is an invocation of 
blessings upon the sacriftcer; as it has been declared that- ’ Whatever 
blessings the Priests invoke at a. sacrifice, they all pertain to the saeritieer 
which .shows that tlie blessing.s in question also should pertain to the 
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Sacrificer. In the case in. question however, there is no ‘ sacrificer ’ : the 
Bones (that are supposed, to be the performers of the sticrifice) are iuaniniate 
tliings ; and hence the Bones have not the eapacit/ to desire anyraing ; 
it has been established under Su. 6. 1. 5 that a person' to be ontliled to 
perform an act should be desirous of sometliing and should b(f capable of 
performing that act. — ^From all these we conclude that in t}u^ f-ase of die 
Bone-sacrifice the ‘ Hotr-Kdma '’ acts should not be performed. 

All the hypothetical dfecussions {Adhikara^m 18-22) have Hnish-. d. 
Their purpose need not be explained. All that is necessary to sk; i^ to 
reiterate that the acts in qmstion should not be performed, as it inmlvcs the. 
invoking of blessings upon the sacrificer. 



Adhikarana (23) : The ‘ Sarvasvdra Sacrifice ’ shouli he 
completed^ even after the death of the sacrificer. 

SUTEA (57). 

[PCrvapak§a] — “ When the Sacbificbe has died, the ‘Sarvasvaha 

SHOULD NOT BE COMPLETED ; AS E-VTSBY ACT IS BELATED TO A 
LIVING PERSON,” 

BJidsya. 

There is the Sarvasvdra sacrifice, known as the ‘ Shunalibkar'tui Agniftoma ’ , 
laid down in the text— ‘ Desiring' one’s own death, one should perform 
this sacrifice, if he wishes that he should reach the Heavenly Region, without 
any disease [At the ‘ Third Extraction ’ of this sacrifice, the sacrificer 
throws himself into the Fire after ha-ving requested the priests to complete 
the performance of the sacrifice]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — “"When the Sacrificer has 
died,, should the performance be left off at that point ? Or should it be 
carried on to its completion ? 

The PurvapaJcsa view is as follows; — “At the Sarvasvdra, after the 
sacrificer has died, the perfoianance should be left off at that point, because 
the not is related to a living person ; i.e, an act can be performed only by a 
living person, not by a dead one ; and this implies that when one performs 
the Sarvasvdra, one should perform it only to the point of the sacrificer’ s 
death ”, 

SUTRA (58), • 

In BEAUTY, THEBE MUST BE [COMPLETION] ’ BECAUSE BOTH HAVE 
BEEN DIRECTLY ENJOINED. 

BMsya. 

There must be— its completion,— 6eca««6 both have been directly 
enjoined — the Sacrifice as well as its (xmpletion,—Axi the' following text — 
‘Desiring death, one should perform this sacrifice ’ ; where the verb clearly 
means that ‘ha'ving begun the performance of the Sacrifice, one should 
complete it ’ ; hence the completion also is denoted by the verb itself. Then 
again, there is the text — ‘ Arbhave prastuyamdne audumbarim parito' 
dashena vdsasd parive^tya brdhrnandh pafisamdpayata rm yajnamiti sampre- 
sydgnim vishati ’ [‘ When the Arhhgva has begun, the Sacrificer, having 
covered the Udumbara post with a borderless piece of cloth, says — 0 B'nh- 
nutnas, please complete this Sacrifice for me, — and enters the Fire’]. — ^If 
this were meant to be a mere verbal direction (not meant to be acted upon), 
then it would have to be taken as serving only a transcendental purpose ; 
hence on the basis of the indications of this Direction, it be taken 
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aa actually enjoining the comjdetion of the Sacrifioe; — -just as, in the case 
of the text — ‘ If they take away the Soma, one should my- — Bzm mmy and 
seek for ii\ 

It has beep pxgued that “^it is the living, not the dead, man that can 
be the perfotmer of a Sacrifice ^This does not affect the ease in question : 
It is the living man that says ‘ Please complete what has been begiui ’ ; 
so that what is- done (in obedience to this direction) is really don© by a 
living man. 

Says the Opponent — “At the time that the man addressed this direction, 
the completion was Pot. done ; — at the time that the completing is done, 
the man is not alive ; — ^who then would be the performer ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows — ^This is similar to that case where you, 
without any Uncertainty, regard the performer to be a living man ; wl»n 
a man direct©: some one else to complete a piece of work and is aliy© at the 
thne of ■'ctappietion,— the .fact of his being so alive is immaterial so far as 
his being the performer is concerned,^ — ^he being regarded as the performer 
by virtue of the direction given by him; and so far as the giving of this 
previoios direction is concerned, it is equally present in both cases, — that of 
the man alive at the time of completion as also the nian that is not so €y[ive. 
So that the man who has died after giving the direction is as much the 
performer as one who is alive at the time of completion. — ^It might be 
argued that— “ Inasmuch as the living man is present at the time of the 
completion, it- is possible for him to be regarded as -the performer [not so 
the man who has died] — ^This also is equally applicable to both cases : 
in the case of the living man also it is the Persotiality, not the Body, that is 
the performer ; and the Personality is present also when the body has fallen 
off; so that the same Personality is the performer at the completion. — ^It 
might be urged that— “ after the death of the Sacrificer, as it would not 
be possible for the Sacrificefs functions to be performed, the rest of the 
procedure cannot be carried out ; and hence the General Law cannot indicate 
the admission of that part of the procedure — That is not so ; the General 
Law would certainly bring in all the rest of the details sat-e those related 
directly to the Sacrificer ; hence the argument >does not affect the case at 
all.' — Or, w© may rely upon the direct assertion in the text itself — ‘ O 
Brfihmauas, please complete this sacrifioe of mine ’ ; [which clearly indicates 
that the sacrifice has to be €ompleted,1 and on the strength of this, the 
details relating to the Sacrificer also may be performed. 


Adhekaraija ( 24 ) : After the Sacrijicer *5 death the ‘ Touching, 
of the Shukra^ and such other acts as are capable of 
being done by him shall be done. 

SUTRA (59), 

On his death, the pekfobmance shall proceed as in the case of 
THE ‘Bone-sacrifice’. 

Bhasya. 

There is the Sarvaavdra sacrifice, also known as ‘ Shttnahkar^ 
Agni§t^>')na \ laid down in the text — ‘Desiring his own death, one should 
perform this sacrifice, if he wishes to go to the Heavenly regions, free from 
dis6£ise — ^After the Sacrificer has died, what is it that should be done - 
That is the question. — ^We start off with the question itself, without setting 
forth the two views {Purvapak^a and Siddhartia) ; even when the two views ’ 
are set forth, the doubt remains there ; as also when all the details bearing 
on the matter are not already known ; as we find in the case of such questions 
as — ^what is the name of this hill ? What is this river called ? What fruit 
is this ? 

The answer to this question is as follows: — On his death, the performance 
shall proceed as in the case of the Bone-Sacrifice ; — i.e. when the Sacrificer 
has gone the way of destiny, the performance shall proceed as it does in 
the case of the ‘ Bone-sacrifice ’ ; that is, just as at the ‘ Bone-sacrifice ’ 
only those details are performed by the ‘ Bones ’ that are necessary for the 
accomplishment of the sacrifice, and the other details are omitted, — similarly 
in the case in question, when the Sacrificer has died, only that much shall be 
made to be done by the dead body as is necessary for the accomplishment 
of the Sacrificer ; such, for instance, as ‘ the Sacrificer touches the 
Shukra ’, ‘ the Udumbara-post is of the same height as the Sacrificer 


Adhikabana ( 25 ) -: At the " Sa/}'vasva/}‘a\ before the 
Sacrificer^s death, the^^ i/7Wo1mig of the blessnigs of 
longevity shall he done. 

SUTRA (60). 

[P0b.vapak§a] — “ Even while he is alive, the wobds invoking the 

BLESSINGS OF LONGEVITY SHALL NOT BE PRONOUNCED ; 

AS IT IS FOR HIS SAKE’* 

Bluh^ya, 

In connection with the Swrmsv^'a, while the Sacriticer is. still alive, 
there arises the question— Should the words invoking the blessings of 
longevity — ‘ Jiyurashdste yajama/nah ’ — ^be prono\iuced ? — or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows ; — ” Even while he is alwe, the word^ 
invoking the blessings of longevipy shall not be pronounced ; — why ?— because 
it is for his sake. When the Saerificer invokes the blessings of longevity, 
it implies that he desires longevUy, — just as when one says ‘give me the 
bedding it is implied that one deshes to have the bedding ; but m the case 
in question, how is the Saerificer going to secure the longevity asked for ’ 
In fact, here what the Saerificer desires is sometliing quite the contrary (of 
longevity) ; as he is going to immolate himself. From this it follows that 
the words invoking the blessings of longevity shall not be pronounced.” 

SUTRA (61). 

[vSiDDHInTA]— In fact, they should be PEONOUNCBD ; as it is QUITE 
COMPATIBLE, PRIOR TO THE SAID OCCASION. 

Bhdsya. 

The answer to the above is as follows : — ^The words invoking the 
blessings of longevity should be pronounced ; because such invoking is quite 
compatible ; it is after the Arhhava has begun that the death of the Saerificer 
comes to be sought for by him ; wifile it is prior to the occasion of the 
Arhhava that the Saerificer invokes the blessings of longevity ; and the 
meaning of this would be ‘may I live till the time of the Arhhava'", in this 
manner the General Law would be obeyed. Hence it foUows that in tliis 
case also the words involdng the blessings of' longevity should be pronoxmeed. 



Abhikaeana (26): At the ^ Dvddashdha details like the 
‘ Btuydjyd ’ should he performed. 

SUTRA (62). . 

There should be pereormahce of what are simplymeritorious acts. 

Bhasya. 

There is the DvddasMha sacrifice, laid down in the text — ‘ Desiring 
prosperity, they should have recourse to the DvdcJashdha ’ ; there are certain 
purely meritorious acts (having no bearing on the Sacrificial Ritual) which 
are indicated by the General Law as admissible at it ; such acts, for instance 
as, Bi'uydjyd, Varana and the ‘ giving of gold to Atreya'. 

In regard to these there arises the question — Should the merely mevi- 
torioxis act be done, or not ? ’ 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows — “ It has been already astablished 
that inasmuch as the Sattra is performed by the Sacrificea’s themselves 
(without the aid of officiating Priests), the ‘ Varapa ’ and the ‘ Gift ’ becoane 
excluded (see Adhikamna 11, above) ; there is no other injunctive sentence 
la3ning down that these should be done ; — and there is as much wroaig in 
doing what is not enjoined as there is in not doing what is enjoined. Hence 
the acts in question should not be done 

In answer to this, we have the following Piddhmita : — There^ should he 
performance of what are simply meritorious acts ; — it is true that the ‘ appoint- 
ment ’ (Famna), or the ‘ gift ’, in this case is not for the purpose of securing 
the services (of the priests) ; but that does not make it incompatible with the 
performance at which the Sacrificers themselves are the performers. Conse- 
quently, in accordance with the General Law, the acts in question should be 
performed. 




ADHEMSAfA (27) : At the ‘ Pammana-lMi % the ‘ Nirvdpa " 
{Oooking) shoidd he done. 

StJTRA (63). 

In THK ABSENCE OF THE SUBOBBINATE FACTOB, THE FKENCIPAL FACTOB 
(SHOHLB BE OABBIBD OUT). 

Ehdsya. 

In connection with the ‘ Fire-installation Bite’, the PavamSna-Iftis^ 
are performed, as laid down in the text — ‘ Yd'gimye pavamcinaya puro^^hu- 
moftdkapalanmrvcipet, agnaye pavakdya, agnaye shnchaye'* at. these 
the General Law renders admissible the act*of ‘ Cooking with the Agnihotra- 
havaiil \ — ^Now the time at which the Pavamana~l§ti8 are performed is not 
the time of the Agnihotra ; so that at that time, the Agnihotrahamiu is not 
available. Thus then, there arises the question — As the Agnihotrahava^i is- 
not there, should the said ‘ Cooking ’ be done (without it) ? Or should it 
not be done ? 

The Purmpakm is as follows : — “ The Cooking cannot be done in the 
prescribed manner [as the Agnihotrahatniu is not there] ; — and no useful 
purpose can be served by doing an act in a manner not prescribed ; — hence 
it follows that as the act would be defective, it should not be done at all.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdrda: — In the absence 
of tbe stdjordinaie factor^ the principal factor shovM be carried out ; — the 
Agn-^trahavani is a subordinate factor, and the act of ‘ Oooking ’ is the 
principal factor. If the ‘ Cooking ’ were not possible, then there would be 
no need for the Agnihotrahava^i, which, therefore, would be excluded ; — but 
even in the absence of the subordinate factor, the principal factor is not 
impossible hence it follows that the ‘Cooking’ (which is the principal 
factor) should be done ; if is only the fact of va being done with the Agni- 
hotrahavanl which, being impossible, becomes excluded. 



Adhikai^n A ( 28 ) : At Ike ‘ Vaja^lya ^e ‘ MmU ’ 

{Hcmdrful) becomes eaxl/uded. 

SUTRA (64). 

[POrvapaksa] — •“ The Exclusiok of the number follow;? from 

THE EXCLUSION OF THE ‘ HaNDFUL ’ : BECAUSE IT IS 
SUBSERVIENT TO THAT.” 

BMsya. 

There is the Vdja^hhfa sacrifice, laid down in the text — ‘ Desiring" 
self-sovereignty, on© should perform the Vdjapeya sacrifice during 
the autumn ’ : — in connection with that, w© read — ‘ Nmvarah saptadaska- 
ohoTu/yah ksh'e cJuxrurbhavati. ’ f‘ The Nivara-corn cooked in milk in seventeen 
saucers constitutes the Oharu ']; — now in connection with the Archetypal 
Sacrifice, a definite number and the measure of ‘ handful ’ have been laid 
down, in the sentence — ‘ Ckaturo mustlmirvapati ’ [\He cooks /<mr 
Jumdfuls ’I ; — and both of these become admissible at the Vdjapeya, accord- 
ing to the General Law'. 

There arises the following question in this connection — '[At the Vajapeya} 
(a) Should the number be adimitted and the ‘ handful ’ excluded ? — or (6) 
the ‘‘ Handful ’ admitted and the number excluded ? — or (c) the number 
excluded ? — or (d) the number and ‘ handful * both excluded ?— or (e) 
either one excluded ? . • 

On this question, the Purvapah^a viesw (A) is as follows (A) Either 
one of the two may be excluded, — i.e. either the number or the ‘Handful’ 
may be excluded.— -Why so ? — Because there being no word indicating the 
exclusion of any one in particular, there can be no restriction as to this 
or that alone being excluded.” 

In answer to this we have the following view, which is Purvapaksa (B) : — 
“ There should be exclusion of the Handful and inclusion of the number. 
— Why ? — Because the number is the predominant factor ; — in the text 
quoted, the number comes first, and it, therefore, becomes apprehended first ; 
— at the time of its comprehension there m. nothing to Qbstruct the idea of 
the number ; — it is only after this unobstnicted idea of the number has 
appeared that the idea of the Handful comes in (as expressed by the second 
word in the sentence) ; — ^this latter therefore cannot get over the obstruction 
caused by the presence of the idea of the number ; — ^l^nce, as coming later, 
the. Handful becomes excluded, and the number become admitted, this latter 
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being the predominant factor; tliis is what is going to be expiained 
under 12. 2. 23.” 

In answer to the above we have the following, [which is Purvapakm 
(C)]; — “ The exclusion of the Handful should lead to the exclusion of tlie 
Number, — Why ^—Because it is subservient to that ; in the phrase ‘ ftnir 
handfuls’, the number is spoken of as subordinate to (i.e. qualifying) the 
Handful; — the number ‘four’ being mentioned simply, with the view th;it 
the Handful may be qualified by the number Four, — and it is not mentioned 
for its own sake. Hence, even though the number, is mentioned first (in the 
plirase), it i.s as good as not so mentioned ; it is mentioned only for 
qualifying the other factor (Handful) ; consequently, no special regard should 
be shown to it ; and if the Handful becomes excluded, the number subsisting 
in that Handful also becomes excluded, by reason of its substratum having 
disappeared ; if the nurnber were admitted as subsisting in another sub- 
stratum, then it would not be admitted in the form in which it has appeared 
at the Archetype. On the other hand, if the number were excluded (and 
not the Handf ul), then the Handfuls which subsist in the ‘ Cooking h 
would not become excluded, for the simple reason that their substratum 
{Cooking) will not have been excluded. Hence, inasmuch as the number 
is subservient to (quality of) the Handful, it is the number that becomes 
excluded, not the Handfuls ; according to the principle going to be explained 
under 12. 2. 2.5.” 

StJTRA (65). 

[Argument against Purvapaksa (C*)] — It oanfot be so ; becattsb it is 

AIIXILIAIIY TO THE ‘ CoOKING 



It is not as has been explained above ; as a matter of fact, the number 
is not mentioned as subsisting in the Handfuls ; if it had been mentioned 
as subsisting in the Handfuls, then, being subservient, it could be excluded 
(on the exclusion of the Handfuls). — “What then is it mentioned as sub- 
sisting in ? ” — ^In the ‘ Cooking ’. — “ How so ? ” — The construction is, not as 
‘ four handfuls ’ (‘ Ckaturo but as ‘ he cooks four ’ (‘ Chaturo nirva- 

pati ’) ; in fact, it is the Cooking that is spoken of a.s qualified by the Jaandful, 
as also by the number ; it is only when a thing is connected with an action 
that the word expressing it takes the Accusative Ending (as we have 
in the words ' ckaturah'* and ‘nmstih*). — “Why ?” — Becatise it, is a case- 
Isnding, an ending denoting a verbal relationship of something brought about ; 
and what is brought about is an action, not a substance (which is an already 
accomplished entity). Hence Direct Assertion connects the number ‘ four ’ 
with the action of ‘ Cooking ’, while it is only Syntactical Connection that 
connects it with the ‘ handfuls ’ and Direct Assertion is more authorita- 
tive than Syntactical Connection. Hence we conclude that in consideration 
of the principal factor, there should be exclusion of the Handful. 
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ABHYlYA X, TADA n, ADHIKAKANA (28). 

SUTRA (66). 

{Final Purm]^lcm\-— “ In reality, on account of similarity in 

REGARD TO THE INJUNCTION, THE NUMBER SHOULD BE REGARDED 
AS THE MODIFICATION OF THE ORIGINAL NUMBER : 

AND THE OTHER THING SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
EXCLUDING THE ‘ HaNDFUL BECAUSE 
OF THE ‘connection’.” 

Bhasya. 

The term * Itt ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

“ It is not right tliat the Number is to be retainer! iind. the Handful 
excluded ; what really happens is that the Number (seventeen) excludes the 
Number (Four), and the ‘Saucers’ exclude the ‘ Handfuls '.--How so? - 
Because of simHarity ;^Ai, the Archetype the ‘ Handfur is the substance 
leading to the act of ''Cooking’, and the Nuinbe.r 'four’ is a qualitication 
of these Handfuls ;■ — in the case in question (of Va^apeya) what is asserted 
is that the ‘ Gharu ’ consists of the ' Saucers ' as its substance and is qualified 
by the number ‘ seventeen now here the substance ‘Handful’ which 
serves the purpose of measurintj (at the Arclietype) becomes excluded (and 
replaced) by the substance ‘ Saucers \ which also serve the same puiqiose 
of meamring, — and the munbor ‘ four which qualided the " Handful'' t 
is excluded (and replaced) by the number ‘’seventeen’, which, epudilies 
the ‘ Saucers ’ ; — ^just as in the case of the expression~‘ This is curd, this is 
clarified butter, this is the vegetable, these the paddy -grains, — Demdatta 
should be fed; like Devadatta, Yajnadatta also should be fed, with oil’, — 
the purpose that is served in the food by the Clarified Butter is in the latter 
case understood to be served by oil ; hence, even though it is not asserted 
in so many words that ‘ the food should be lubricated with oil yet the 
oil serves to exclude the Glarifted Butter (and no other substance), — and that 
for the only reason that both of these serve the same purpose (of lubricating 
the food). Similarly in the ease in question, the mimber that qualifies a 
substance can exclude only the number that serves the same purpose of 
qualifying a substance. The other thing,- — ^i.e. the substance, ‘Saucers’- - 
should be taken as excluding the Handful, — bemuse of the coyinection. — From 
all tliis we conclude that the Number as well as the Substance comu'cted 
with the Archetype becomes excluded (at the Vdjapeya).'^ 

SUTRA (67). 

[Seddhanta] — ^Not so; because of the connection of the SacrH'Icer ; 
specially as at the Archetype, there is connection 
of an embellishment, 

Bhdsya. 

It is not as set forth above. The term ‘ Gkodana (in. the SiHra) we 
explain as sacrifice ; the number ‘ seventeen ’ as well as the substance 
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‘ saucers % is connected with a sacrifice ; — -at the Archetype, the number 
‘ Four ’ and the substaiicfe ‘ Handful ’ are connected with the embeliisliment- 
o£ ‘ Cooking ’ j — ^What is used at one place excludes a thing at another place, 
even though it may serve the same fimction. as the former. When the purpose 
served by what is admissible imder the General Law is found to be served 
by another tiling directly mentioned, then this latter excludes the former ; 
m a matter of fact, when the aet-of sacrifice is performed, the purpose served 
by the act of ‘ Cooking ’ does not become fulfilled ; hence the sacrifice does 
not exclude anything that comes with the ‘ Cooking ’ ; but the substance 
that is Cooked by ‘ four handfuls ’ does not become one ‘ Cooked in seventeen 
saucers — because the two are incompatible ; so one or th%’ other must be 
excluded ; and it is more reasonable that the Handful should be excluded 
in favour of the number (seventeen). 



Abhikabaha (29) : In stuck . SkruU-texts as * Dhm/amala- 
bketa terms Uke ‘ dhemi ’ denote 
the ^ caw 

SUTRA (68). 

In the ca.se of the original word, there should be modification 

IN THE SUBSTANCE^ AS THERE IS NO USE FOR IT. 

Bhdsya. 

Ill a certain context, wc read — ‘ One slioiikl sacrifice a dhemi to Dydvcl- 
PrtJwm. a Vatm to the Mcurtds and a JRsabha to Indra 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is it goats that are denoted 
by the w^^d.s (a) 'Dhenu'. (b) ‘ Fo/sa’, and (c) ‘ ’ [which litera11.\" 
stand for {a) “Milch’, (ft) ‘Young’, and (c) ‘ Full -grown ’} ? Or is it 
cows, [(a) the milch cow, (ft) the calf, and (c) the bull] ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ In view of the General Law, the words 
should be taken as standing for goats [which are the aniinals that are used 
at the Archetypal Animal-sacrifi.ee]. The connotation of all these words is 
based upon certain qualities [(a) giving Hmlk, (ft) hemij about gne-i/ec^'-old, 
and (c) beitig full g7-oum} ; and the quality must be connected with that 
animal which is indicated by the General Law. — ‘ But the words signify 
those qualities aa subsisting in the cow\ — ^True, they signify that; but tlie 
presence of the cow is not directly mentioned by any word, nor is it indicated 
by the General Law ; so that, though the word signifying the quality denotes 
the quality as subsisting in the cow — and it indieate.-s the saoriftoial anvmal 
in general by Syntactical Ckinnection, — yet inasmuch as the very substance 
cow is absent in the case in question, what is accepted is the Syntactical 
Connection indicating the Sacrificial anwmal m general, and not the Direct 
Denotation (of tlie cow;). — Further, what the words really connote are (a) 
‘ Giving milk ’ (in the case of ‘ dhenu ’), and (6) a certain age (in the case 
of ' vatsa' and 'rsabka'), — and qualities, being without a material body 
cannot become connected with an action, — it is only with substances that 
tliey are connected; — the substance is indicated by the General Law (txs the 
goat) ; — and it is with this substance that these qualities become co-ordinated ; 
— ^just aa in the case of the expre8.sion ‘'am dve dhenu daddti, tasya purusi 
dhenurdaksind ’ [where the term ‘ dhenu ’ has been used in the sense of 
‘ milch ’ and applied to the sheep and the woman} ; — similarly in the sentence 
‘ A jarsahhasydjinamavaMnidii ’ [where the term ‘ rsabha \ in the sense of 
full-grown, is applied to the goai],-*-the term {'dhenu' or ' rsabha') 
expressive of giving milk and a certain age, becomes connected with that 
substance (animal) which is spoken of in the same sentence ; — similarly in 
■the, case in question, the terms shall be connected with the substance that 
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cofnes in by virtue of the General Law. — ^For all these reasons the terms 
‘ dhmu \ ‘ vatsa ’ and ‘ rmbha \ should be taken as standing for goatsJ' 

In answer to the above we have the following SiddMrOa : — In the case of 
the original icorcl, — i.e. the word in question, which, in its very origin is 
expressive of a quality as residing in a certain animal-species, — there should 
be modification in the substance ; i.e. the substance also should be modified, 
not the quality only. That is, the terms in question, — ^which signify the 
quality of giving milk, or of being of a certain age, as subsisting in a certain 
animal-species,— cannot be applied to the animals of the species ‘ goats — they 
must be applied to the anim^tls of the species ‘ cows \ 

Objection — “ In the case in question that much may be admitted which 
is capable of being admitted, while what is not capable of being admitted 
shall be excluded ; as in the expression ‘ AjS dMnumtsarsahhdh f where 
goats are spoken of as dhemt (milch), mtsa (young), audrsabha (full grown) 
Answer — In the expression quoted, the term ‘ goat ’ is clearly co- 
ordinated with the terms ‘ dhenu ‘ vatsa ’ and ‘ rsabha ’ ; — while in the case 
in question, the substance goat would come in by virtue of the General Law ; 
— ^but the General Law camiot bring in the substance goat if it be found 
to be incompatible nor are the ‘ dhenu ’ and the rest connected with any 
substance ; — because the particular case-ending connects them only with 
the act of sacrificing. That it applies to the cow is expressed by Direct 
Denotation, while the connection with the substance could be got at only 
through Syntactical Connection ; which latter is weaker than Direct Denota- 
tion. Thus then, the particular quality subsisting in a certain animal- 
species which is connected with the act of sacrifice, cannot apply to the 
substance goat ; — ^nor can the species (cow) which is directly expressed be 
abandoned on the strength of merely the General Law. — From all this it 
follows that the terms ‘ dhenu ’ and the rest must stand for cows. 



Adhikarana (30) : ]ji the case of the Injunction \ Vdya- 
vyam shvetamdlabheta \ it is the Goat that should 
he sacrificed. 

SUTRA {69}. 

In the case of the contingent word, the original thing should 

COME IN, BECAUSE THE CONNECTION IS CAPABLE OF BEING MADE, 

AND CONSEQUENTLY THE GENERAL LaW IS 
APPLICABLE. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text — ‘ Vdyavyam slwetamdlahheta bhutikdmah ’ [‘ Desir- 
ing prosperity, one should sacrifice the /S'/u’eto dedicated t(» V^yu']. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Should tlie animal used 
here be the goat ? Or should the goat be excluded ’ 

The Purmpak^a is as follows : — “ In its very origin, the term ‘ ShvSta ’ 
signifies only the presence of the quality of whiteness ; hence any animal 
that may be possessed of the quality of whiteness may be sacrificed; and 
the term ‘ Shveta \ directly applied, should not be excluded from application 
to any animal. Hence either the Goat or the Bullock or any other white 
animal may be sacrificed.” 

In answer to this, we have the following SMdhdnta The term ‘ ShvBta ’ 
being a contingent one, — having its application to a, substance based upon 
the contingency of tlie presence of the quality of whiteness, — all that can 
be modified (at the eetype) is the quality ; because in this case no substance 
belonging to any species is signified ; that alone is to be taken as qiialified 
which is found to help in’ the accomplishment of the act of sacrifice ; — this is 
all that is understood from the sentence. That particular substance whicli is 
indicated by the General Law as to be used for sacrificing,— if found com- 
patible, — should be taken as what is qualified by the term ' Shveta.'’ — But 
the twin can also qxialify things other than the goat We do not say that 
it cannot qualify other things; all that we say is that there is no useful 
{jurpose to be served in the ease in question by its qualifying other things. 
For these reasons we conclude tliat though the term 'Shveta' ('white’) 
is ail that is directly used, yet it should be taken, in the case in question, as 
qualifying the goat only, not any other animal. 



Adhikabana (31) : (-4) the " SddyasJcra\ the ' Stoke in 

the Threshing yard ’ need not he of ‘ Khadira wood ’ 
only ; — {B) At the ‘ Chitrd ’ the ‘ Rice ’ 
need not he of ‘ Vrihi ’ only. 

SUTBA (70). 

Thebe being ihcompatibility, there should be exclusion of the 

ARCHETYPAL ACCESSORY; BECAUSE OF ITS “ ASSERTION ; AND 
BECAUSE IT IS WITH THAT TH^T THE ACTION IS 
CONNECTED; ' 

Bhasya. 

(A) In connection with the Sadyaahra-aacrifice .we read — ‘ KhaMhaii 
yilpo hhavati ’ [' The stake in the threshing-yard is the Sacrificial Pwt • 
In regard to this, there arises the question — Does the Gmeral Law inake it 
necessary that this stake in the threshing-yard should be of Khadira wood 
(of which the Sacrificial Post is made)<? Or does it not make this necessary 
and the stake may be made of Khadira at of any other wood ? 

(B) Similarly in connection with the Ohitrd sacrifice, we read—- •* Curd, 
Honey, OJarified Butter, Water, Pried Grains, Rice, — ^these mixed together 
form the offering to Prajdpati — ^In regard to this also, there arises the 
question — -Does the General Law make it necessary that Vrihi-graim (which 
ar© used at the archetype) should be brought in, and the Mice must be of 
Vnhi ? Or does it not make it necessary and the rice may be of Vrihi or 
of any other variety of grains ? 

The Pv.ri>apak§a view is as follows : — “ (A) The Stake in the Threshing- 
yard must be made of Khadira-wood., and (B) the Eice must be of VrOhi ; 
because the use of (A) the Khadira wood, and (B) of Vnhi-rice is what is 
indicated by the General Law ; and by adopting these, the General Law 
becomes obeyed. What is laid, down in the text in question is that the 
Khadira and other wood €u*e to be used as tlie stake in the threshing-yard , — 
the sense being that ‘ that which has been used as the Sacrificial Post should 
be made the stake 4n the threshing-yard^ ; it' is quite possible for the 
Sacrificial Post to he made the stake in the threshing-yard ; while it is nqt 
possible in any^way for the stake in threshing-yard to become the 
Sacrifirdal Post ; as a matter of fact, the Sacrificial Post is made of the 
Khadira and other wood by such embellishments as ‘ Chopping ’ and the 
rest ; it is not made of. any other Wood ; so that when it is said of anything 
that ‘ it is the Sacrificial Post ’ (as it has been said in the text in regard to. 
the stake in the threshing-yard), what is meant is that ‘ it serves the pnsposes 
of, the Sacrificial Post’; apd this would involve an- indirect mdicatidn. — 
(B) As regards the Fri^i also, the.Biee is already known as tp h© used (from 
the fact of its having been used, at AicHetype), and aU th^ .is d<m©. (at 
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tl'io ‘ -etype, in nneordavit-e Mnfch t,h« text in question) is tlmt it is eonneeted 
v/ilh i.lie Deity (i.e. oifercd) in the shape of entire grains, and not in the 
ftu-jn of the ground flour {in whieli it is used at the Archety’pe, where it is 
offered in the of Cakes). — I'Yom all this it follows that (A) it is the 

Kluidira ai'id f)tSior wood (tliat have been prescribed in connection with the 
Sacriflcia! 'Po‘d,} that shonkl be made into the stake in the threshing-yard, and 
(B'Dite V'Cthi is to be used as Bice.” 

In ansv.T'f ti* this, \\c have the, following SiddMnta :—-When there is 
!nr.nt7ipi/Jibillfy hi the cusc, the. archetypal accessoiy should he excluded. — 
Wiiitt is I'u >7}contpi/t}i>l!lti/ 'I '' — It is because of the assertion", that is, 
what is acru.d’y enjoined in the. text is that the stake in the threshing -yard 
shoulrl he ruade the Facrifn-ial Post, — and not that the Sacrificial Post should 
Ije made the stake in the ihresliing-yard ; this is the coustruetion that makes 
the eonncelion with the verb ‘'bhavati' V in’’ ) direct; as the tei'm ' yupnJy 
precedes that verb innnodiately ; under the other eonstriiction, which involves 
the ccaistruing of the verb with ‘ which is removed from it, the 
connection would l)e a remote one. Then a,gain, the teian ' KhaUhdW 
(‘ .stake in the threslnnc-yavd ’) is applied to that piece of wood which is 
used for the pnMection of the threshing-yard; and it is this piece of wood 
which is laid down a.s to be nsed for that purpose for which the Sacrificial 
l^ost is used ; tin’s is IhtJ meaning of the assertion that ‘ that which is the 
stake in the threshing -yard i.s the Sacrificial Po.st ’ ; and it is quite possible 
for that stake to be \ised for the purpose for which the Sacrificial Post is used. — 
As for the argument that “ this involves recourse to indirect indication, by 
the words of the text, of the purposes of the Sacrificial Post ”, — even 
indirect indication is better than a remote construction ; because in the 
case of indirect indication, the Syntactical Connection is (piite perceptible, 
which it is not in the case of remote coustruetion. — .From all this it follows 
that,, of whichsoever wood the stake in the threshing -yard might have been 
made, that same .should be used for the purposes of the Saadficial Post, 
and the General Law cannot restrict the stake to any particular wood ; because 
if it did, tAiQ direct Vedic text would be set aside by the General haw (which 
functions only indirectly) ; hence there can be no such re.striction as that 
the stake in the threshing-yard must be made of Khadira or such other w'ood 
(as have been prescribed in connection with the Sacrificial Post). 



A’nTTTtr ATf.A'N 'A ( 32 ) t * ’ a/nd the Test shall nM he 

done to the ^ Stake in the Threshing-Yard \ 

SUTRA (71). 

Thebe should be exclusion of othees. 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the Stake in the Threshing Yard, there arises the question 
—Should, or should not, such operations as Heioing, Sizing, liaising and the 
rest be performed ? 

The- Purmpak§a is that — “ They should be performed, in obedience to 
the General Law 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta: — There should he 
exdusion of others — The stake as it stands has to be used m the Sacrificial 
Post; sot that, if the stake as it stands is xised as the Sacrificial Post, the 
requirements of the scriptures become obeyed ; and when these reqxiirements 
have been fulfilled, no effort need be made in regard to other details.— 
Further, Hewing and the rest are operations needed for the making of the 
Sacrifitml Posti — ^while in the case in question, there is no need for the 
Sa&rificial Post as such ; — as the purpose for which the Sacrificial Post would 
be used is served by means something different (i.e. the stake in the 
threshing-yard) ; — hence it follows that hewing and other operations should 
not be pi^ormed in the case in question. 

BtJTRA (72). 

Also because of iNcoNOBuiry. 

Bkd§ya. 

For the following reason also, the operations in question should not be 
performed ; — If these operations were performed on the Stake in the 
Threshing Yard, it would be something very incongruous. The ‘ Stake in 
the Threshing Yaid ’ is that piece of wood which is already being used for 
the protection of the Threshing Yard; and it is to be used as it stands; — 
if Hewing were done to it, it would be destroyed ; in fact, it would become a 
totally different thing, which oould no long(a: be used for the protection 
of the Yard. As for the sizing, there would he no opportunity for it ; as it 
lias already been sized up for a totally different purpose ; the sizing too is 
done to logs of wood, nor to articles made of wood. — ^Lastly, as iar Baising, 
it is impossible to be done to the Stake, which is already raised (fixed vertically). 

-From all this it follows that Hewing and the other operations should not 
be performed. 



Adhikarana (33) : In the case of the ‘ Stake in the Thresh- ' 
ing Yard \ emhellishments like ' ground-levelling \ 

' imter-sprinkling\ " firm fixing' and 
' anointing^ should be performed. 

SUTRA (73). 

If there is no purpose served, it would serve as an 

■ EMBELLISHMENT '. 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to tlie " Stako in the TlweshingA^tird % there arises the question 
— shonld, or sliould not, stieh operations be performed — a.s (n) the levelling 
of the ground with IMaitriivarijna's Stick, (6) Sprinkling water over it, (o) 
firm Ramming in, (rf) Anointing and so forth ? 

The Puriiapaksa is as follows: — '‘They should not be performed; for 
reasons already explained under Su. 71 above ; it is exactly as it stands 
in tlie yard that the s^ake, which is not tiie Sacrificial Post, is to be used as 
the Sacrificial Post, and hence the embellishments laid domi in connection 
with the ’Sacrificial Post’, which might come in in connection with the 
should be excluded.” 

In answer to this, we have the following SiddharUa : — When there is no 
‘purpose served, — i.e. when there is no need for it — ^i.e. if the Stake does not 
need the embellishments in question, —then alone could it be said that for 
the performance of the.se operations, it is a necessary condition that the 
object concerned be the Saanficial Post ; and then in that case, they would 
not be performed in the case of the Stake in the Threshing Yard. In the 
case in question however we find that the leveUing of the ground, the sprinkling 
of tcater, and the firm ramming do serve the useful purpose of securing the 
firmness of the stake ; if it were left loose, it could not protect the Threshing 
Yard ; and further, if these operations are performed, they do not deprive 
the ‘Stake hv the Threshing Yard’ of its own character. Hence it follows 
that the operations should bo perfornied.^ — ^As for the Anointing, that too 
does no harm to the stake, and if done, in obedience to the General Law, 
it would only improve it, and not spoil it in any way ; hence the Anointing 
also should be done. 



ADinKABANA (34): At the ^ Mahdpitfyajna\ ^Thumiung ^ 
should he done to the Fried Grains. 

StJTRA (74). 

If it ‘IS DONE AND THE SUBSTANCE IS NOT ALTERED, IT WOULD SERVE 
THE SAME PURPOSE, AND AS SUCH, WOULD REMAIN 
THE SAME. 

BJiasya. 

There is the Mahdpitryajna, laid down in the text — ‘ Somdya pitfma- 
te satkapdlam pUrbhyo varhi§adhhyo dlvdndh pitrhhyd'hhivdnyayai dugdhe- 
mantham ’ — [Where it is laid down that ‘ Fried grains ’ are to he offered te 
the YarMsad. Pitra]. 

In regard to the ‘ Fried grains there arises the question — should 
Thumping be done to them, or not ? 

The Purmpahsa is- as follows — “ It should not be done Why ? — 
because of destruction ; if the Thumping were done, the character of ‘ fried 
grains ’ would be destroyed, as the grains would be reduced to flour. Hence 
the Thumping should not be done.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — It has already been 
explained that if a certain operation does not actually destroy the thing, 
it should be done for the purpose of improving it, as in the case of the 
Anointing (see imder Su. 73). — Says the Opponent — “ Anointing does not 
destroy the Stake, but the Thumping does destroy the fried grains**. — 
Answer — ^The Thumping could be done in such a way as not to destroy the 
Fried grains ; there might be a slight change in the order of the operations 
(the Thumping being done before the frying) ; by this change, it is only the 
order that wordd be transgressed, the substance would remain the same ; 
so that there would be exclusion of the subordinate factor, but the inclusion 
of the principal factor (as explained above under Su. 10. 2. 63). Hence the 
Thumping should be done first, — then the frying ; so that the Thumping 
would be subservient to the frying, and the character of the ‘ fried grains ’ 
would not be lost. 


End of Pada ii of Adhydya X._ 
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Adhikarana (1) : At the ‘ Pashu ’ arid other sacrijice.fi, the 
^ Silmidhenl ’ UTid other archetypal operations should 
he adopted^ 

StiTRA (I). 

[POevapaksa — oontinued] — “In (Jase of an ectype, what is 

DECLARED BY THE TEXT IS mi) -'aiNcrPAL FACTOR ; HENCE 
ADDITIONAL SUBSIDIARIES SC J.’LB COME IN; BECAUSE 
OF THE PROXIMITY OF THE PRINCIPAL FACTOR,” 

Bhdsita. 

(A) In connection with the Soraa-saerifiee, there is the Animal-sacrifice 
to Agni'Soma, laid down in the text-~-‘ On being initiated, one should 
sacrifice the animal dedicated • to Agni-Soma ’ ; — in connection with tMs 
Animal -sacrifice, it is laid down that — ‘ One should perform eleven Prayajaa 
and eleven Anuyajaa — (B) Similarly there is the injunction — ‘ Desiring 
heaven, one shoxild perform the Ohaturmdaya sacrifices ’ ; — and in con- 
nection with this Chaturmdsya, it is laid down that ‘ one shoxild perform 
nine Prayajaa and nine Anuyajas — (0.) Similarly, there is the injxmction — 
‘ Desiring prosperity, one should sacrifice the white goat ’ ; and in connection 
with this it is laid down that—' One should pour out the oblation, reciting 
the Mantra, Hiranyagarbhati samavartatdgre etc. ’ — (D) Lastly, in connection 
with the Ambhrtha, it is laid down that — ‘ He should poxir out the oblations 

In regard to all these, there arises the question—Should the archetypal 
operations not come in at these ectypes,--and when they do not come in, 
are these entirely different acts that have been enjoined in th^e texts ? — 
Or do the archetypal operations come in, and when they do come in, the 
texts in question only lay down accessory details ? 

The Purvapak^a is as follows: — “The archetypal operations do not 
come in ; in fact, in the case of every ectype, what is declared by the words 
is the principal factor, not the accessory details ; hence at the Agniaomlya 
and other sacrifices in question, there is an appearance of additional subsidiary 
acts ; the ‘ Sacrifice ’ and ‘ Pouring out of oblations ’ that are enjoined 
should be regarded as distinct acts ; in this way woxxld the Vedie text be 
obeyed ; it is throxigh these acts that they become endowed with their sub- 
sidiary details. — ^For these reasons We conclude that the archetypal Procedure 
does not come in ; as regards the archetype, that Procedure is in close 
proximity to it, and hence it cannot pass -over that archetype which is in 
close proximity to it.” 
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shababa-bh1§ya : 


SUTBA (2). 

[POevapaksa— coTilinwed] — “ Thebe is ho dependence upon the 

FACT OF THEBE BBINO AN ABCHBTYPB.” 

Bhdsya. 

“Under the above view there will be no dependence. — ‘What 
dependence ? ’ — ^The assumption that it is to be performed ‘ like the 
Archetype ’ ; in fact, that General Law, if applied, would require this 
Archetype, which is not far removed, though intervened by several sentences. 
— ^Hence it must be concluded that the distinct acts are enjoined — (o) 
‘ Performs the Praydja sacrifices % (6) ‘ Performs the Agkdra (c) ‘ Makes 
the offering with the Mantra, Hiranyagarhhdfy mmamrtatagre etc. 


SUTRA (3). 

(PlffEVAPAK^A— “ AlSO BEGATTSB OF THE CAPACnT OF THE 

Injunction.” 

Bhdsya. 

This Sutra is meant to be the Purvapak§in’s answer to an objection against 
his view. This objection is as follows : — ‘ The sentences in question do not 
pos^ss the capacity to enjoin the performance of the acts in question.- — 
How so ? — ^The sentence does not afford the idea that one performa the 
sacrifice, all the idea derived from it is that one brings about the number 
eleven in connection with ihe Praydja, which means that he brings about a 
particular quality in the sacrifice ’, that this is so is due to the pr^ence 
of the word (eleven) denoting a -quality; if what was meant were the 
bringing about of the sacrifice itself, then the word denoting the quality 
would be meaningless. Hence it follows that the sentences should be- taken 
as laying down accessory details.’ 

The ansjver to this (as contained in the Sutra) is as follows : — The 
sentences in question do possess the oapafeity to enjoin; they are perfectly 
able to enjoin the performance. — -How ? — ^The sentences contain verbs, 
and verbs have been shown to be injunctive of action ilnder Sutra 2. 1. 1. 
These sentences therefore can enjoin the action along with its accessory 
details, the sense of the injunction being — ‘The sacrifice should be per 
formed, and the munber eleven should be made up’. Similarly with the 
other sentences. From all this it follows that the words in question are 
injunctive of distinct actions ; and hence the Procedure of the Archetype 
does not come into them.” 
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SUTRA (4). 

[SiDDHANTA]— The PKOfCIPAIi act aIono with its subsidiabies, even 
THOITOH so CIRCUMSTANCED, SHOULD BE REGARDED AS 
* ICTYPAL ’ ; BECAUSE ITS PROCEDURE IS NOTICED ; 

ALL THE ACTS MUST BE TAKEN TO BE SUCH AS 
HAVE AN ANTECEDENT AND ABE EQUALLY 
SET INTO OPERATION. 

BM§ya. 

It is not true that the Procedure (of the Archetype) does not come 
into the acts in question, and that these acts are distinct by themselves. In 
reality the principal, — ^i.e. the archetypal — act along wUh its subsidiaries, 
even though so circumstanced, should he regarded as ectypal. This has been 
explained under Sutra 7. 4. 10. 

The procedure of the archetypal act is duly noticed in some of the 
ectypal acts. Hence the whole procedure of the ectype should consist of 
atmh acts as have an antecedent, — ^i.e. have an archetype— -and are equally 
set into operation, — ^i.e. as understood from the General Law. — ^For these 
reasons, in the ease in question also, the archetj^l procedure should come in. 

As for the argument that — “Inasmuch as all needs will have been 
supplied by the Prayajas, the archetypal procedure cannot come in”, -r- 
the answer to this is that this would be so if the sacrifice were enjoined ; 
as a matter of fact, however, if the sacrifice were enjoined by the sentences, 
then aU these words — ‘ eleven ’, ‘ nine % ‘ Hiranyagarbhdh samavartcUdgre ’ — 
would be meaningless. It cahnct be said that the ‘eleven’ and the rest 
are only referred to ; — because those are just the factors that are not already 
known, and as such they must be regarded as enjoined by the sentences 
in question ; and the sentences show that they have been enjoined in relation 
to the sacrifice. If it were the sacrifice that is enjoined, — and the number 
‘ eleven ’ is enjoined in relation to that sacrifice, — ^then there would be 
syntactical split. — ^From all this it follows that the archetypal procedure 
do^ come into the acts in question (by the General Law) and that the sen- 
tences in question contain injunctions of the accessory details of those acts. 

StTRA(5). 

Thebe can be no injunction ov accessory details in regard to 

AN ACT WHIOH HAS NO ACOESSOBY DETAILS. 



' For the following reason also the sentences should be taken as injunctions 
of accessory details :— In relation to an act which has no accessory details, 
there can be no injunction of particular accessory details ; particular injunc- 
tions of accessory details are in the form — ^The Prastara, Bedding, is to be 
of reeds ’ ; — ^but there can be no injunction of a particular kind of Bedding 



4|742 shabaka-bhIsya : 

in a case where tliore is no Beddbuf at all. For instance, if a man has no 
son, no toys arc made for the son ; similarly in the instance (;ited, there could 
be no iujuiietion of Vthe I5edding being made of reeds . -Hence the sen- 
tenees in question must be taken as injimctions of accessory details. 

SUTRA (0). 

Inasmuch as thb acti-jn is hpokkn uf fa* onk and the same Woed, 

IN CLOSE PRONLMrf Trs IT, 'rii'K In.TL'JS'C'IION BECOMES CON- 
NEC'T'FI) with the thkouoh the particulae 

A{.'Cess;'<u\ , Tfo; AurroN would become modified; 

RECAIAE TH:, -.VORU PPE SA'.-uNS TO THE InJUNC- 
*’ D nOY 's ‘ i-ljL,THINa THAT 
iS TO BE ENJOINED. 

hhdsya. 

'■j'he following is another pteuliarilv (which points to tiie same 
conclusion) The rri.iel;.ai Act and the Subsidiary Aet are both apoken of 
b'jf one and the same word : — i.e. a single ‘ word consisting of the de^claration 
of the entire procedure, speaks of the Primary Act as well us its subsidiaries ; 
hence in the declaration of the Primary Act, the subsidiaries are in cpjse 
proximity to it; — these being in close proximity, the in junction of the 
accessories becomes connected by mentioning the. name, in this form — 

‘ That sacrifice which is named Prai/djn has this uecessory detail — In this 
manner, in the case of all sacrifices, the action irotdd hcrome. modified thnnaih 
die partk'ulur accessory ; that Is, the iminlaT modifies tiu,' number and the 
Manira modifies the ilfanim. A*, a matter of fact, the word appertains to 
the injunction of the Fmydja and other sacrifices ; — and the accessory detml 
is something that is to be enjoined ; consecpumtly, the secoml mention of it is 
not meaningless. — ^From all this it follows that tho archetypal procedure 
does come into the sacrifices in question and that the sentences are injunctions 
of accessory details. 

SUTRA (7). 

Also because the Name is not something to be done. 

BMsya. 

It cannot be said tliat ‘twhat is enjoined is tho connection between the 
Name and tho Named ” ; — because when tho rolationship botM'eon a term 
and an object is enjoined, the form of the verbal construction would be 
different--m the form ‘one should perform eleven sacrifices, and these 
sacrifices are named Praydja and Anuydja' ; nodi this construction involveH 
a syntactical split.— On the other hand, if the mention of these sacrifices, 

, whose names are already well known, is taken to be for the piu-pose of 
enjoining the accessory details, [then the said incongruity does not arise, 
jand] on that account also the archetypal procedure should be taken as' 
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coming in, and tlio sentences should be taken as injunctions of accessory 
details. 

SUTRA (8). 

In regard to the accessory detail, the ‘ Capacity ’ is 

EQUALLY PRESENT. 

BMsya. 

This Sutra is to be taken as preceded by certain words. — “What are 
those words ? ’’—They are as follows: — ^It has been argued that “the 
Praydjaa and the Anuydjas are not close by, and hence it is not for the 
sentences to be taken as enjoining the accessories of those sacrifices — 
This has got to be refuted ; and the refutation is as follows In regard to 
the accessory details, the capacity of the General Law is equally present ; 
so that it will bring into the acts in question the accessory details related to 
the archetype ; and being known to be so admissible, they are mentioned 
in the sentence in question, which serves the purpose of enjoining other 
accessory details. — The other alternative is that it mil enjoin the accessories 
and then make them admissible at the acts in question ; but in that case, 
these could have no connection with the sentence laying down the accessory 
details. — Of the two alternatives, it is much simpler to indicate the admission 
of those that have been already enjoined. — ^The word, having its purposes 
served by getting at the archetypal details, cannot enjoin fresh accessories. 

“ The sente»rce in question itself may serve to enjoin them ”. — That is 
not possible ; because this sentence is only for the purpose of connecting 
the accessory details, as is clear from the presence of the word signifying the 
accessory detail. — For these reasons also we conclude that the procedure 
being already known to be admissible, the sentences in question are injunc- 
tions of accessory details. 

It has been argued that — “ the verbs are injunctions of acts — as proved 
under Sutra 2. 1. 1.”— The answer to that is that the capacity of these 
verbs is equal ; the words which, being accompanied by words denoting the 
accessories, are capable of enjoining the accessory as well as. the act, are 
all the more capable of enjoining the accessory only ; for the man who eats 
stones, corn-cakes are easy to devour. — ^For this reason also the sentences 
in question should be taken as injunctions of accessories. 

SUTRA (9). 

“In this way, at.t. acts would be ‘primary*”, — if this is urged 

[then the answer is as iii the next Sutra]. 

Bh&§ya. 

Says the Opponent — “If your view is that tlie verb will enjoin the 
accessory details, — then, in that ease, as all acts are expressed by verbs, 
they would all be primary''* 
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SaABABA.-BHi§YA: 

SUTEA (10). 

The injunctions by such a word (verb) would always be in 

ACCQBDANCB WITH THE ACTUAL NATURE OF THE ACTS 
CONCERNED. 

BhMsya. 

It is not merely by being expressed by the verb that anything becomes 
primary or secondary ; if an act is actually a secondary one, it does not 
become primary simply by reason of its being expressed by a verb ; as a 
matter of fact, it is m accordance, with the actual nature of the act concerned 
that there are injtmctions by means of verbs; so that what is primary 
remains primary, and what is secondary remains secondary, 

SUTRA (11). 

Inasmuch as both the archetypal and the ectypal (accessories) 

ARB equally related TO THE DECLAMATORY STATEMENT, THE 
character of ‘ BEING ENJOINED ’ IS EQUALLY PRE- 
SENT IN BOTH ; CONSEQUENTLY ALL IS SUBSERVIENT 

TO THE Primary Act. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason we conclude that the sentences in question 
are injunctions of accessory details.^ — “For what reason?”- — The chanuder 
of ‘ being enjoined ’ is equally present in both the ardtetypal and the ectypal 
accessories, as there is no difierenoe in the connection between these and 
the Declamatory Statement; that is, the declamatory statement in connec- 
tion with the Archetype is — ■' One offers the sacrifice to Agni-Sviqtak^t for 
the stability of the sacrifice ’ ; and in coimection with the ectype also there 
is practically the s^e declaration — ‘ When one offers the sacrifice to Agni- 
Svi^tahji, one renders the sacrifice stable — Similarly- in connection with 
the Archetype there is the declamation — ‘ The two Ajyahhdga-cMemi^ are 
the two eyes of the sacrifice % and practically the same in connection with 
the ectype — ‘ When one makes the two JTjiya&i^og'a-offerings, they are the 
very eyes % — ^From all tliis it follows that all acts of this nattire subserve the 
purposes of the Primary Act, — ^and as such, in the case in question, they 
should be taken as subsidiary to the Ectypal Sacrifice. 

StJTRA (12). 

Their appearance being similab, they should be similar in 

CONNECTION WITH THE EMBELLISHMENTS ALSO. 

Bhd^a. 

For the following reason also we conclude that all the acts are not! 
Primary Acts, there are some that are subservient to the Primary Act. The 
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order of sequence in. the appearance o£ ihe' Frayd^’as and the Anuydjaa is 
similar ; i.e. the order of seqxience in the <x«aaection bi the embeliishments 
at the ectype is found to be similar to that at. ,thh An^type. — “How so ? ” 
— ^The order of the Praydjm and Anu^ajae is found lo be thus described— 
‘ Prajq^yati created the sacrifice, — ^first of all, H© crealied Clarified Butter, — 
tlie animal in the middle, — ^and the Pf^aMjya j it is inr this reason that the 
Praydjas proceed first of all with Clarified Butter, liith the anima l in the 
middle, and with Pr§ad3jya in the end, tl^n the proceed’? the 

mention of the order of sequence in regard to the Prt^jm md the Anuydjas 
that we find here is esplicable only if t^y be sub^cvimt to the Primary 
Sacrifice,— and not if they themselves PSfeiary Acts, — Hmce it follows 

that all the acts are not ‘primary, there are some tj^ are subservient to the 

Primary, 



Admikaeana (2) : In connection mth the Anmml-ojfering 
to Vdyu, the mantra Hiranyagarhhah samavarta- 
tdgre etc. ’ is to be used with the second 
' Pouriny out of the offering \ 

StTTRA (13). 

[PiJKVAPAKSA — GonUnued] — “ The ‘ Hikanyagabbha-mantba ’ should 

BE USED AT THE FIRST OFFERING, — AS SUCH IS THE INDICATION 
OF THE MaNTBA-TEXT.” 

BMsya. 

There is the animal sacrificed to Vdyu, in accordance with the text— 
‘ Desiring prosperity, one shouTd sacrifice the white goat dedicated to Vdyu ’ ; 
— in connection with this sacrifice, we read — ‘ With the mantra, Hiranya- 
garhhah samavartatdgre etc. one pours out' the offering’. — ^We have seen in 
the preceding AdMJcararta that this text enjoins an accessory in connection 
with the AgMra- offering which is already known as enjoined elsewhere 
(and which comes in at the sacrifice in question by virtue of the General 
Law). — ^The question to be considered however is this — ^Is the accessory herein 
enjoined to be adopted at the first offering or at the second 1 

The Purvapak^a is as follows : — "'The Hiranyagarbha-mantra should he 
used at the first offering, as such is the indication of ffie Mardra-text ; i.e. the 
sentence in question should be taken as the injunction of an accessory for 
the first offering. — ^Why ? — Because such is the indication of the words of 
the Mantra itself ; the use of the Mantra is laid down as that ‘ with the 
Mantra, Hiranyagarhhah samavartatdgre, one pours out the offering ’ ; — in 
the Mantra itself, there are the words ‘ Bhutasya jaiah patireka dsU ’ [‘ He 
was the one Lord of Creation ’], where the term ‘ one ’ stands for Prajdpati, 
— the idea expressed being that prior to the appearance of the Creation, 
He was the only one to appear ; thus then the Mantra is found to be capable 
of speaking of Prajdpati ; — and it is the first offering that is offered to 
Prajdpati ; so that the Mantra can serve its purpose only at the first offering, 
not at the second one. Hence it follows that the sentence in question enjoins 
an accessory for the /irsi offering.” 

SOTRA (14), 

[PuEVAPAK.sA — concluded] — “Also’ because there would be no 

DEPENDENCE UPON THE FACT OP THERE BEING AN ARCHETYPE.” 

Shasya. 

“'rUere would be no dependence upon the General Law that ‘ the 
Kctype is to be perfonned like the Archetype’ ; because the Mantra of the 
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secoml offering is not excluded 4 according to the other view (that the 
HimntffMjarbha-mantm is to be used at the second offering), there would 
have to bo exclusion of the Mardra ‘ Urdhd’dhvara etc.’ [which is the Mantra 
that is used with the second offering at the Archetype]. — From this also it 
foEows that the sentence enjoins an accessory for the first offering.” 

SUTRA (15). 

[Sidbhanta] — ^In ebaijty, it appeetains to the second, as it is 

THIS THAT NEEDS THE MaNTEA. 

Bhasya. 

The term ‘od’ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

As a matter of fact, the sentence does not enjoin an accessory for the 
first offering, — it is an accessory for the second offering that is enjoined ; as 
it is this second offering — ^not the first — ^that needs the Mantra. — “ How so ? ” 
— What is laid down is that ‘ with the Mantra HiranyagarbhaJi samavartatdgre, 
one pours out the offering ’ and what does this mean ? — What it means 
is that ‘ one utters the said verse when pouring out the offering ’ ; and what 
the verse does, on being uttered, is that it supplies a scriptural idea in con- 
nection with the offering, by means of the closing words of the Mantra 
' Kasmai devdya ham§d vidhema\ which means that the offering shall be 
made to one deity ; the fact of the matter is that the first word is ‘ llcasmai \ 
from which the syllable ‘ e’ has been deleted, — ^that is how we deduce the 
idea that ‘ the offering -material is to be offered to the one deity ’. Now, as a 
matter of fact, there is no such scriptural idea in connection with the first 
offering ; hence (if the injunction were applied to that offering) it would be 
’necessary to assume (1) that there is a scriptural idea in connection with 
that offering and (2) that that idea should be carried out with the Mantra 
‘ Hirai^yagarbhah samavartatdgre ’ ; there is, however, no authority for nxaking 
any such assumption.— What the sentence enjoins is a particular use of 
the Mardra, and not resteiction of its use in general ; — the general use of 
the being subject to option. — ^It inay be argued that “the use of 

the Mardra being subject to option, it is with reference to that that there 
is the injunction of the particular \jse ’’.—But this argument is absolutely 
futile, as it practically accepts our view ; and under this view the injunction 
serves a distinctly useful purpose, as it bears upon the Pouring out done with 
the Jtdtu . — ^From all this it follows that the sentence enjoins an accessory 
for the second offering. 

It has been arguotl tliat — ” The Mantra speaks of Prajdpati (the deity of 
the first offering), and it can never speak 'of Iwdra (the deity of the second 
offering) ”, — But it is not so. Just as Prajdpaii is oulogisetl as one, on the 
basis of the name ‘ Prajdpaii — ^the idea being that before the creation of 
the world, Prajdpati was the only one Being, — ^simil^rly on the basis of the 
fact that the name ‘ Indra ’ connotea sovereigrdy, Indra also is regarded as 
capable of creating all things and is consequently eulogised as uribom, h® 
the following verse — ‘ Ka imstavat hadt ho yajate yadugramiwmaghavd 
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vishvaMvet pMavimpraMmnnanyaimnyamki^iipurvamapamm sha€M>hi^ ’ 
(9gveda 6. 47) also in the following verse — ‘ Kau num mahimaimh mma — 
ayasrmt purvam f^ayo'ntamayu^ yanmMaraw^ pUarancha sdkamayajana- 
■yathah stanvd svayah ’ (Rgv^a 10. 64‘.) — -The forme^r verse — ‘JCo irmtavm etc.’ 
appears in the hymn addressed to Indm, and hence it is regarded as ’related 
to Indm \ what it ineans is as follows — ‘ Who can eulogise him ? Who 
can make an ofiering to him ? Who can offer a sacrifice to him ? ’—All 
this expressing a certain amount of imcertainty — ‘ He alone does' all tliis ; 
just as a man in* walking, puts one foot forward and another backward, so 
does he all this’;— so that if he does all this, then by doing it before 
everybody else, he is one. — Similarly the second verse — ‘ JCa u nu te etc. 
means as follows — * Which sages, even among fore-runners, can get to the 
end of the majesty of this deity ? H© is one Who produced his own parents 
out of himself and is as such anterior even to his own parents, — what to 
say of other persons ? ’—So it becomes established that he is one ; as he 
also was only one, before the creation of aH other things. Thus the verse 
in question also speaks of Indm, and hence there is no incongruity (in its 
being used with the second offering)]. 

StJTRA ( 16 ). 

As THERE IS TBANSEEREHCE OF TBDE InJITNOTION, THEBE WOULD BE 
MODIFIOATIOH IN THE TEXT ; SPECIALLY AS IT IS THEIB 
ACCESSORIES THAT HAVE TO BE ENJOINED. 

BM§ya. 

It is the injunction of accessories that is laid down in the text speaking 
of the * Pomring out ’ ; and there would be modification of that ‘ Pouring 
out ’ ; and it is in reference to the second ‘ Pouring out ’ that the Manira 
has got to be enjoined ; the idea that we have derived from Vedio texts 
in regard to the Mantra’ to be used with this second offering (at the 
archetype) is that of the Mantra ‘ Grdhvodhmro diviaprahamoMito yajno 
yajnap§teriudrdmn vrhadbhabhdvi hi madhorghrtaaya avShd ’ ; and the idea 
that is derived from this is helpful in the sacrifice ; this idea being that 
‘ the offering is to be made to Indra *. In the case in question, however, 
the idea that we derive from the Vedic texts is that the Mantra to be used 
is ^ Hiranyagarhhah aavava/rtatdgre etc^ ; and this has the capacity to enjoin 
the Mantra to be used for the same purpose for which the former Mantra 
is used at the Archetype. For instance, in the case of the expression— 
‘ There is cmd, clarified butter, vegetables, and rice, — ^feed Devadatta, as 
also Yajnadatta with oil’, — ^the bil is mentioned as of use in the feeding, 
and it is to be .used only in the place of Clarified Butter, the purpose of wliich 
alone can be served by oil ; the capacity to lubricate the food being common 
to the Oil and the Clarified Butter ; — amilarly, in the case in question, when 
a fresh Mantra is mentioned, the notion that.it produces is of^ome change 
in the idea that we had derived from the Vedic texts in connection with the 
Archetype; and this is helpful only in connection with the second, not the 
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first offering. — ^Hence the sentence should be taken as enjoining an accessory 
for the second offering. 

StJTRA (17). 

Also bboabse we bind that thebe is a text iNDicA’i'issG to® iact 

THAT THEBE IS NO MANTBA IN CONNECTION WITH THE FIEST 
OFFEBING. 

Bhdsya. 

The following text shows that the firsf ‘ Pouring out ’ is to be done 
vnZhtmt a Mantra — He pronounces the syllable Shaha, he does not pro- 
nounce a Mantm *. — From this also it follows that the sentence enjoins an 
accessory for the ^cond ‘Pouring out’ 




Adtokarana (3) : In connection m,th the ‘ Chcifioind-'^ya 
Somn-sacrificefi the detaiU laid down in regard- to the 
^Placing" and 'Tying' appertain to these 
acts as done at the Archetype. 

SUTRA (18). 

[PuRVAPAKSA— Gontmwed!] — “ There being an embellishment, it 

MUST BE A DISTINCT ACT,- — IT BEING INJUNCTIVE OF THAT,” 

Bhdsya. 

There are the Chdtnrmusya Soma-sacrifices, in connection witli ' hich 
wo read— («) ‘ They place the Whey on the Dn.st-hoap (6) ‘They tie 
the animal to the Puriclhi 

In regard to this there arises the qtiestion — Are these, the ^ Placing and 
the ‘ Tying distinct from these same acts that are done at the Archetype — 
[to be done in addition to tiie ''Placing’ and ‘Tying’ that are transferred 
to the sacrifice from its Archetype] ? Or do these sentences lay down 
only particular details (the ‘Dust-heap’ and the ParidhiP) relating to 
those same acts done at the Archetype [the meaning being that the acts 
done are the same that have come in from the Archetype, only instead 
of the spot where the Whey is kept at the Archetype, it is to be 
kept on the Dust-heap, and the Animal is to be tied to the Paridhi, 
instead of the Post] ? — ^What we have to consider in tins connection is this — 
Are these, the placing and the tying, mere acts of Dhurma (bringing trans- 
cendental results)? — Or are they meant to serve only visible purposes? 
If they are mere acts of Dharma, they must be distinct acts; if they are 
meant to serve a visible purpose, then the sentence must be an injuntdion of 
accessories. — Thus there is a two-fold doxibt ; hence both the questions are 
coTisidered together ; the combined question being — Is each of the acts one 
of nu)re Dharma and hence a distinct act ? — Or is it meant to servo a visible' 
purpose and hence the injunction is one of an accessory detail ? 

The Purvapaksn is as follows: — “(a) Tnasmueli as the Dust-heap 
{Utkara) is too Irigh and is pointed at the top (conical), it cannot servo tlu^ 
useful purpose of supplying a suitable receptacle for the ‘placing’ (of the 
Whey) ; — similarly, (h) inasmuch as the Paridhi is a piece of wof)d lying 
flat on the ground, it cannot serve the visible purpose of supplying a suital)le 
peg for the ‘ tying ’ of the animal ; — hence both these are mere acts of 
Dharma. Just as, under the section of the Savtrdmanl sacrifice, the ‘ placing ’ 
laid down in the text ‘place it on the Brahmana^s head’ is a mere act of 
Dharma, so hero also. And if it is a mere act of Dharma, then it must be a 
distinct act ; such being the case, the ‘ placing ’ and the ‘ tying ’ should Ijoth 
be taken as enjoined ; so that the injunction would be done by the Direct 
Assertion of the Veda ; in the other case, it would bo done by Syntactical 
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Connection. Ftirther, under onr view, the ‘placing’ and the ‘tying’ 
would not be mere indicatives of the injunction of accessories ; while under 
your view, they would both have ^o be taken as indicating the injunction of 
accessories. — From all this it follows that each of the two acts is distinct 
(from the similar act done at the Archetype). Specially because is injunc- 
tive of that ; just as, in the case of the ‘ Pouring out the verbal affix appearing 
at the end of the term cannot be injunctive of accessories, .so also in the 

I case of the two embelU.shments known as ‘placing’ and ‘tying’.” 

SUTRA (19). 

[PObvapaksa — concluded] — “Also because thebe would be no de- 
pendence UPON THE PACT OP THERE BEING AN ARCHETYPE.” 

f Bhdsya, 

“ Under this view it would not be necessary to depend upon the General 
Law to transfer the archetypal accessories — ^laid down in the texts ‘ places 
the offering-materials on the altar ’, and ‘ ties the animal to the Sacrificial 
Post’. — ^For this reason also the acts in question should be regarded as 
distinct acts.” 

SfJTRA (20). 

I [Siddhanta] — But, inasmuch as the Injunction is there,— -if 

* THEBE IS A DOUBT, THE' WORD SHOULD BE TAKEN AS USED FOB 

THE PURPOSE OF THAT OF WHICH IT IS INJUNCTIVE; 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ ’ {‘ but ’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

The ‘ placing ’ and ‘ tying ’ i!i question are not distinct from those 
same acts done at the Archetype ; what the texts in question do is to lay 
<iown an additional detail regarding the ‘ placing ’ and ‘ tying ’ done at 
the Archetype ; hence the explanation is that the ‘ placing ’ and ‘ tying ’ 
serve only visible purposes. — “ How so f ’’—Because we actually'' see the 
visible purpose served by them ; ‘ placing ’ con.sists really in having the 
thing within reach, and this servos the 'visible purpose of helping the accom- 
plishment of the Horna ; the ‘ tying ’ of the animal also serves the visible 
purpose that it prevents the animal from running away. — Such being the 
case, each of the two texts must be taken as the injunction of an accessory.— 
“How so ?” — Inasmuch as the Injunction is there', — i.e. the injunction of 
‘ placing ’ and ‘ tying ’ is found to be rendered admissible by the General 
Law, — if there is a doubt, — as to whether what is enjoined is only an accessory 
detail or a distinct act, — ^it is not right to take it as the injunetieaa of a 
distinct act ; because ‘ injxmction ’ consists in laying down what is not already 
known, — ^while ‘placing’ and ‘tyuig’ are both' ali'eady knowi| through the 
General Law ; — hence the word should be taken as used for the purpose of 
that additional accessory which is enjoined by it. From all this it follows 
,that the text in question contains the injunction of an accessory detail. 

1 . 
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It lias been, argued that “in support of the Purvapaksa view, there is 
Direct Assertion, wMle in support of the Siddhanta, there is only SyntmMcal 
Connection (wliich is weaker in authority) — The reply to this is that though 
it is Syntactical Connection (that supports the Siddhdnta), yet this view 
involves the assiunption of a smaller amount of transcendental effect, — only 
in so.far as it refers to the enjoined accessory, and not in so far as. it would 
refer to the distinct act along with its accessory (which latter would be 
necessary in the case of the Purvapaksa). 

SUTRA (21). 

Also becactse there may be qualities which may make 
THE embellishments POSSIBLE. 

BJidsya. 

It has been argued that — “ the Dust-heap being pointed at the top and 
the Parklhi lying fiat on the ground, the placing and the tying in question 
cannot be done — ^The answer to that is as follows : — ^We shall so make 
the Dust-Map and the Paridhi that Coe placing and the tying could be done ; 
for instance, we caij make the Dust-heap with a flattened top and have a 
thick Paridhi ; so that on aecoimt of the presence of the quality of ‘ flattened 
top’ and ‘ thickness the articles in question would be enabled to accom- 
plish the embellishments of ‘ placing ’ and ‘ tying 

SUTRA (22). 

It IS ONLY WHEN THERE IS AN INCONGRUITY THAT THE MERE ACTION 
WOULD BE DONE IN THAT PARTICULAR CONNECTION. 



It has been argued that — “ Just as in connection with the Snutrumani, 
the placing is regarded as a mere act of Dharmn, so should it be in the 
case in question also — This has to be refuted ; the answer to it is as follows ; 
— ^In connection with the SatUrdmam, it is on account of the incongruity 
involved [in the actual placing of the offering-material on the . head of the 
Brdhmamx] that the ‘placing’ for a visible purpose cannot be done, and 
as a necessary conseqiionce, in connection with the Sautrdmanl, the ‘ placing ’ 
is taken as done merely as an act of Dharma. In the case in question, how- 
ever, it is not impossible to do the act for a visible purpose ; hence the 
text should be taken as the injunction of an accessory detail. 




Abhikabana (4): fheJAg’mchaya?m \ both the ‘^rcle- 

t/ypaV and the ^ SctypaV ImUatory obkiiions are 
to be offered, 

StJTRA (23). 

[PCkva;paks,4.]— In view of the injunction ■ initiates with six 

TKEHE SHOULD BE MODIFICATION ■ OF THE MANTEAS AT THOSE 

Initiations ; because of the peesence of the 
Dibect Assektion.” 

BM^ya. 

There is the Aymchoiycma Bite, Uiid down' in the text—-* One who* 
knowing this, sets \ip the Fire-altar ’ ; at this rite there are Initiatory 
oblations, — some that eome in from the archetype, as also some that belong 
to t he octy pe itself ; the 3!>lautras used with these oblations at the Archetype 
are the following — (1) ^ Ahutbnagmm prayujam svdha\ (2) 'Mam rnedJio,’ 
magmm pmyii{}am svuha % (3) ‘ Chittam vipidtamagnim prayujmn svdhd \ 
(4) ‘ Fdc/io vhllvrbimagnhn prayvjam svdha (5) ‘ PraJdpatayB manam 
svdhd', (6) ' Agiiape. vaisJwd'namya svdJm', (7) ‘ VishvB d&vasya netunmtio 
vripia mk'hyam vish vS rdya imdhyasi dyumnam vpiita pu^yase svdhd, ' (Taitti. 
Saih. 4. 1. 9. 1) ; — wliila the Matitras laid down in connection with the 
Eetype {Aynivliayana) itmli are the following— (1) ' Ahiitym prayaje agnayS 
svdha', (2) ' Medhdyai nwnase'gnaye svdhd', {Z) ' Diksdyai tapase' agnaye 
svdhd (4) ‘ Samsvatyai pusm'gnayl svdhd (5) ‘ Apo devirbrhatir vishva- 
slumibh/iwo dydvcvprthm mvasitanksmti hrhaspatimo havisd vidhdtu avdhd', 
(d) ‘ Vislw dsmsya netsmuatto vniita sakhyam visHve rdya isudhyasi dyumnam 
vrnlta piisyase svdhd' (Taitti. Sam. 4. 1. 9. 1). 

[There is something wrong in the quoting of these Mantras; in connection 
with the Archetype, tlie iminher of Mantras quoted is seven, whereas from the 
Context it is clear that it should be six only. Unfortunately, in no other work are 
ail the twelve Mantras quoted. The manuscripts available read as in the printed 
text. The Seventh Mantra quoted in connection with the Archetype, it appears, 
should not be there. It is identical with the Sixth Mantra quoted in connection 
with the Ectype; this identity is repugnant to the Context.] 

In connection with these, it has been declared — ‘ Initiates with Six Mantras \ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — At the Ectype (. 4 . 9 m- 
dmyana), are the Ectypal Mantras alone to be used and the Archetypal ones 
should be excluded ? — Or both the Ardhetypal and Ectypal sets should be 
used collectively ? 

The Purvapak§a is as follows: — “In view of the injunction ‘ inUicUee 
with six', there should he a modification in the Archstypal Mantras used in 
connection with the oblations; i.e. the Archetypal Mantras should be 
excluded (and replaced) by the Ectypal ones ; — hecauM of the presence of the 
22 
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Dirmt Asmrtmm there is a direct assertion regardiag the wo of the hh-lrepa,' 
Marnrm, and these Eetypal Maniras are six only,, and these six arr* Ih^- 
Eefcypal ones. From-this it follows that -there is ©xcimion of the Arc! .el { 'i* s 
Msnfms, and the- two sets are nut to be used eolieetively.” 

SITTRA' (24). 

[Sibdh1i^ta.]~-Bi[jt thee® is- BEPE^rrriQsr. o3? th,e. Pbbiaiiy .si..,. 

BMpja.- 

The particle {‘but’) implies the rejection of tao above view a.u.; 
“tbfer© is exclusion of the» Arebetj’pal Mantras ” ; — in fact, there is _ao 
exclusion, there ig inclusion. — “ \\Tiy ? ” — ^Because it is quite pos-shile. I?, 
is only in eases wlvereit k impossible for the Ectypal an<l the Archei.' p'.-.i ;(,• 
be used together, that the Archetypal isnxeiuded by the Ectypal. i:' i -al; 
are used together, .there would be repetition of the Primary; — asifi 
such repetition haii been directly declared, it should certainly >.«,• ; 

there can be no incongruity in siich.ropetition. Because in thi;;i enst? tiie 
repetition of the .Primary Homa is directly assorted in tire text ‘ Offers (.u olvc 
•jblations* [.and this number twelm is made up b3’- offerings being mo l.' u iiii 
Doth sets of MaMras}. — ^Thiis, as it is possible for both sets to b-.j .iset- 
joUectively, the^' shoitld be so used. 

StJTEA (25). 

lObjecUon} — “.Even on REPBTmoF, the action would be 

WITH ManTEAS,” 

Bhasya. 

Says the Opponent — “ It is not right.that the two sets of Mantras should 
te used collectively ; because the Archetypal Mantras which could come in 
nly by virtue of the General Law wotild be set aside by the Eetj’-pal onas 
hose rise is laid down by a direct injunction. — ^It has been argued that — ^so 
mg as it is possible to use them, they should not be excluded. — The ^inswer 
D tliat is that it is not possible to use them,^ — ^How so ? — The six Ectypal 
iantras are laid down by the direct injunction as to be used at the 
grdcMyana ■ (Eotype) in connection with the oblations which come into 
■16 Ectype from the Archetype ; if these oblations are to be offered, the 
>antras used must be the Ectypal ones; — even in the case of repetition, 
is those same oblations that come in | and if they are those same oblations, 
len the Memtras used must b© the Ectypal ones. Hence it is found that 
mu when there is repetition, the acHon vmtld be ivith Mantras — i.c. with 
lose same Ectypal ones. — ^From aU this we conclude that the Ar. h^tvpal 
lantras must be excluded.” 



AD:a¥i¥A, X, PA.»A Klj' ADHIXAEANA (4)« I'ISS 

SUTRA -IM}. 

|T^j — ilM .SEALITY, INASMUCH AS THEEE . B AK OBLATIfa^ WSF. 

Iv'loe, MaKTRA, these SHOITL'JD BS HO BXCLTTSIO'M of tee AErHIi-' 
TYPAL Mantras ; when somethino has been done, 

ITS BEPETITION BE UNREASON ABLE.' 

Bhasya. 

■ rcu-asa ’ api va ’ (‘ in realitj?' ’) implies the rejection o£ t he aboi-t* view. 

■Th..n‘. arc ohMions tmih each Mantra | — the number ‘ twelve ’ in obtaiiaxl 
by rcpi.-'tition ; — the Archetypal Mantras come in. (at t!ie Agnichayuna) by 
virtCif of the General Law, and the Ectypal ones eomo in by direct, iujuuetlon ; 
'-“-tbe i:a|itinctioii iay.ing down the entire prooodiir© takes in all the details 
of tb.'.. .sacrifice and hence includes within itself both sots o£ ^imUras. 
It is ojdy when Indimon or Combination is entirely impossible that, there 
is either Exesiusion or Option, — not so long ns Ct»mbinatiou is poa^ibie ; 
because in ease there is exclusion, what is indicattnl by the General Law 
would be entirely reJeeted.—Further, tho Eotypai Mantras have not hinai 
single out as those that alone are capable of aocompHslung the oblation ; 
all that should be understood from the text is that. ‘ if tho oblation h>w to 
be offered, the Eotypai Mantras also are the means of accomplishing it — 
The Eotypai Mantras have been laid ^own in oonuection with the rite of 
Initiation, in the text— ‘ He initiates with six ’ { — but tho text laying down 
the entire procedure of tho oblation , includes all those sonteuees ending 
with the syllable “Svakd *, which happen to be in oloac proximity t.o itself ; — 
now it is both the Archetypal and the Eotypai Aiantras that uro in such 
close •proximity to it; — hence there can !:» no ground for discriminating 
between these two sets of Mantras — such as ‘ it includes those and does 
net include those others — ^Nor in this case is there any incongruity in tho 
repetition of the primary factor, as lias been already explained, — .From all 
this we conclude that there should bo no exclusion of tho Archetypal MafUras. 
— ^Further, wh^n a certain thing Jms been donet its repetition looxdd be unreason - 
able ; the Eotypai Mantras are read only once in tho assertion that tiie man 
should be made an ‘ initiato ’ by moans of those; wlxen, then, the initiation 
has been accomplished, and the purpose of these Mantras thus fulfilled, any 
repetition of these same Mantras (in order to make up the enjoined ‘ twelve ’ 
oblations) would be most unreasonable. For tliis reason also there should 
be no exclusion of the Arolietypal Mantras [and the enjoined number 
‘ twelve ’ should be made up by tho combination of both sets]. 

StiTRA (27). 

There is also ‘ prioeity and postbeioeity which would not 

BE EXPLIOABLE IF THERE WERE REPETITION ; BECAUSE 
THE TERMS ARE RELATIVE, 

BM^a. 

Further, we find the terms ‘ prior * and ‘ posterior ’ in the foUowing 
text — offers the six prior oblations; he offers the six posterior 
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oblatioBs’ ;~“if the EctypalMaatras alone were iised and there were repeti- 
tion of these aam© (for making up the praseribed number ‘twelve’), tlien 
there coiild be no ‘priority and posteriority because these terms are 
mMiv&i i.e. the term ‘posterior’ is relative to . (and contingent upon)’ 
■sotmihing else that has gone before, and similarly tho term ‘ prior ’ aho 
is relative to (and contingent upon) something else that is to come later. — 
For this reason also, there should be no exclusion of th« Arclietypal Manims. 

SUTRA (28). 

Thebe is also a text indicating that they abe distinct. 

Bhusya. 

For the following reason also we conclude that there should , be no 
exclusion of the Archetypal Mantras and that there should be combination 
of the two sets of Mantras. — “ For what reason ? ” — There is a text indicat- 
ing that those oblations are distinct ; that text being— UbhayifjuJioti' dgni- 
MshchadhvariMshcha ’’ [‘Offers both sets of oblations, those appertaining 
to Agni and those appertaiiimg to Adhvara^}; — it is only when there is 
a combination of the two sets of Mantras that there can be a justification for 
these being spoken of as ‘ dgnikl ’ and ‘ ddhmriM [The Ectj^pal Mantras 
laid down in connection with the Agni-chayana being called ‘ dyniki \ and 
the Archetypal ones being called ‘ ddhvariki'']', for, according to the other 
view (by which the set of Archetypal verses would be excluded), there would 
be only one set, called ‘ Agnild' (those appertaining to Agnichayana) ; and 
in that case the separate mention of both would be inexplicable ; — ^aoad 
yet we find that they are mentioned separately ; — Whence we conclude that 
there should be no exclusion of the Archetypal Mantras, — ^there should be 
a combination of both sets. 

SOTRA (29). 

Ftjethbe, thebe is an assertion, which would not be possibms if 

THERE WERE NO DIFI’ERENOB. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also there shall be no exclusion, there sbpiH 
be comhination. — “ For what reason ? ” — Because there is . an assertion ; 
there is the following assertion — ‘ Adhvarasya purvam athdgnerupdgni hyetat 
karma yadagnikarrm ’ ; here it is asserted that the ‘ adhvara ’ (sacrifice, the 
Archetype) comes first, then the ‘ Agni ’ {Agni-chayana, the Ectype) ; this 
is explicable only if there is combination of both, — not if there is no difference 
(in the two sets of Mantras used). 

From all this it follows that there should be ccymbination (of the Arche- 
typal and Eotypal Mantras). 



AbhiE-asaxa (5) : At the second ‘ Fire-installatiom % the 
Smrifieml Fee ijre^cn'decl for the first ‘ 
matalMtion^ is excliMed, 

StjTBA (30). 

When' THE ACCESSOEY BETAIT. CONS'ECTED 

WITH ' FjliE-INSTALEATION ■■ IS . SUBJECT TO MOSmCATION OK 
ACCOUNT. OF A CEBTAIK' COKTIKCvSHCY, TEBEE SEOULB 3E 
AN ADOmONAL SaCBIEICEIL FeE OIYEK ; BECAUSE 
OF' THl PEESEKCB OF A BECIABATiOK TO 
THAT EFFECT.” 

BMsya, 

A secoml ‘ Pire-uiatallation, ’ lias boen laid down as to be performed 
wlwa a certain contingency arises, BMgya-yasM^-sknMmdndm pu- 
wif^JkuihUtri-^j(rgn%i%iM,Mya bhmfyajydrdm putrafydnim vd jlyela sa punard- 
tktdMki * P 'fiiosa wlio desire good-hick, fame and prosperity Hhonld install 
fii© Fires again ; if, on haviag installed the Fire,;, one ue.jjfes t.o 4,jvercom0 
misfortune or ill- luck to suns, one should Uistal! the Fire again ’] ; — in connec- 
tion with this Fire -installation, a special Foe has been prescribed — • 

‘ <y!oth«« r(»sewn is the Fee, as also the rejuvenated bull ’ for the ordinary 
Fiwi-lrista.liatiorj, tte Feiit is as follows One should be given, six should 
be given, twelve should be given, twenty-four should be given, a hundred 
should b© given, a thousand should be given, an unmeasured number 
should b« given 

In n^ftrd to the secofid Fire-installation, there arises the q,uestion— ~ 
Aw the fees prescribed tor the ordinary Fire-imtallation to be included and 
the two are to be combined ?— Or are the Fees of the ordinary Fire- 
Installation to be excluded ? 

Tb© Purvapakm is as follows When there is a second Fire-installa- 
tion due to a special contingency, there should be an additional Fee;— 
i.e. the Archetypal (original) Fee should be included, and there should be 
combination of both the Fees. — Why ?-~f3ocauso both are found to 
be mentioned in a single declaration—* He gives both, those relating to 
th© Fire-installation and those relating to the second Fire-installation — 
From this it is clear that there is to be combination, not exclusion^ 

SUTRA (31). 

[POrvapaksa — condvded ] — “ Inasmuch as they have been 

EKJOIKID, THE OTHERS SHALL COMB IK IN THE PROPER 
PLACE.*’ 

BM^a. 

“ This Sutra is in answer to a qu^ion — * How can there be a combina- 
tion between what is directly enjoined and what comes in by virtue of the 
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shababJl-bhasya : 

Qenwal Law ’?-— The answer to tins is — Inomm&(A m they ham hmn , 

.tM the Fees relating to' the original Fu‘6"iiisfcallation.'--slssi'' h>* 

iaeluded in the proper places on- the: strength of the deciai*atloit j IL-m is 
the direet docilaration--—* Ha-ving- given the -Fee connected wHh the origiiioi 
Blre-installation, he givw the Fee eoniiected math the seecmd ins!«l!atio7i 
"—From this it is cle^ that there is to -be no exclusion of the Fee conA-eiiteil 
V r h the original Instellation, there should be combination of both.” 

SCTEA {32). 

[SiBBHIota]-— Ih beauty, THEEB should be MODOICATIOH ; AS THE 
PROSPECTIVE FACTORS COME IN ONLY WHEN THE 
OEIOINAL IS NOT THEBE. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ tu ’ (‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

In reality, there can be no combination, there must be modification.— 
"Wlty?”: — ‘Because the second . Instellatioii has been declared to be a 
‘prospective act* (to te done only when on© desires a certain definite 
reward) ; this can be Justified only when the archetypal context is not there, 
— ^not when this iattor is there ; so that if an ©ctypal accessory is laid down, 
it must exclude the archetypal one. Wlienever a ‘ prospeetive ’ or 
‘ contingent ’ act is to be performed, it comes in only in modification of the 
original essential act. For instance, whm it is said that ‘ Whm there is 
eonsmnption, tlie food should consist of rice and mudga, and cme should 
sleep away from the wind — it means a modification of the ordinary food 
and sleep. — Then again, the ectypal detail is laid down directly by a Vedic 
text, whereas the arch6t3rpal one comes in only by indirect inference, through 
the General Law ; and hence the latter is set ^ide by the former. — ^It has 
been argued that — “ On the strength of the declaxavion, the Archetypal 
details must come in”. — ^The answer to that is that the declaration in 
question is in the form ‘ UbhayirdadSti ’ gives both ’], and there is no 
injunctive affix in this; the affix that is there signifies the statement of a 
present fact. — Taking this declaration along with the other sources of know- 
ledge bearing upon the matter, we conclude that what the declaration 
iri qulNtion — ‘ gives both the fees, — ^those relating to the ori^nal Installa- 
tion and those relating to the second Installation ’ — means is tliat ‘ the Fee 
relating to the original Installation is given at the ori^nal Installation and 
tljat relating to the second Installation is given at the second Installation ’ ; 
'-,o tljjit this is a reiteration of a mere fact (and not an injunction). — 
Irorn all this it follows that tllfi:. Archetypal Fees are to be excluded. 

S0TKA (33). 

Then again, exclusion is indicated j because ‘both’ 

ABE MENTIONED. 

Bhasya. 

For the following reason also the Archetypal Fees are to be excluded. 

• For what reason I — We understand that such ex(^usion is indicated, 
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ABHYiYA X, PABA HI, ADHIKAEAm ( 5 ). 

lio’vv so r ''‘—-Bemttse ‘ both ' are mmtiomd ; tha-o is the .ict.f'raiif»n ‘ when 
o«e .gives the Eefcypai Fees, both the Fees become given* f-ihieh incSicat-es 
tiuit. both areincduded in;- the one, hence the' oiiginal one ncftw /.ot te given], 
— B'at tkis may mean that both the Fees are hj be given, '•.anc« it is said 
timt bf)th bee-ame ’’.-"-We .liave ■ already explahwd thsit 'wi»eii both are 

taid to be given, what is meant is that the connected wjfi.i lls® original 
Insfadlation m to be given at tiie. Original liistallation and that eoaneeted 
with the second Instailstion is to l» pvec at the ge«eMd.lnslaiii.itioa,.~From 
ali tliis it ' .foilows that the Archet.ypil Fees ar*- ho 



Adhikaeana ( 6 ) : At the ‘ Agmya'im ’ sacrifice the ^ CbA * 
and the ‘ Oalf/^ exclude the ‘ Anvaharya Bice \ 

StJTRA (34). 

The ‘ Cloth ’ and the ‘ Calf ’ also [exclude the o,ia:GiN.AL Fes), 

-^N AGGOONT OF THE SAMENESS (OF PUBPOSE). 



TIjet© is the Agrayanxi nacrifiee laid down in the followiag text — 
' HviMydya yajamJnmya . . . . ekakapdJatt*. — ^In conneeiioa with this it is 
laid down that ‘ Cloih is the Fee, the first -bom is the Fee’, — ^At the 
Archetypal sacrifice, however, the Fee consists of the Anvahurya ISfee ; 
and the giving of this latter at the Agmyam, is indieatixl by ’the General 
Law. — ^Hencie there arises the following qneation-~Do the €kii.h and the Gfdf 
©xoiude the Anmhdrya Rice — or not 1. 

The PUrvapaJe^a view is that — ^“They should not exclude it, (1) tecause 
the General Law has to be obeyed and (2) because there is no incompatibility 
in giving both.” 

In answer to this, we have the following SiddMnta : — The * 'CMh ’ and 
ihs ‘ Oaif ’ also should exclude the original Fee, on account of the sameness of 
purpose ; it has been explained before that at the second Fire-installation, 
there is exclusion of the Fee connected with the original Fire-installation ; 
that same ‘ exclusion ’ is connected with the present 3utra by means of the 
particle ‘cha’ (‘also’); — ^the meaning being that the Anvdhdrya Rice is 
excluded. — “ Why so f ” — Became of the sameness of the purpam served by 
them; at the Archetype, the AnvdJidrya Bice serves the purpose of the 
Saorifidal Fee, — ^in tlie Eetype in question, that some purp<^ is served by 
the Cloth and the Calf; because these also have been, spoken of ais 
‘ Sacrificial Fee From tliis it follows there is to be exclusion, not com- 
bination. 

Or, the present Sutra may be taken simply as indicating the admissibility 
of the details of the Anvdhdrya at the Agrayana , — ^for the purpose of intro- 
ducing the next AdMlcarana, 


Adhikabaka (7) : At the ‘ Agraya'm\ the details connected 
with the ‘ Anmhdrya ’ are to he performed in con- 
nection with the ‘ Cloth ’ and the ‘ Calf^. 

SUTRA (36). 

It should take in the details in question, as it serves the same 

PURPOSE ; BECAUSE IT IS SPOKEN OE AS SUCH IN CONNECTION ^ 
WITH A CERTAIN CONTINGENCY. 

EhMsya. 

In regard to the same ‘Cloth’ and ‘Calf’ there arises the question — 
Should the details of the AnvUTidrya be performed in connection with them 
— ^^or not 1 

The PurvapaJe^a is that — “ As no reason is mentioned why they should 
he performed, we conclude that they should not be performed.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta : — ^The Galf shotM 
take in the details in question, — ^tho Oloth also should take in those details ; — 
because they serve the same purpose. As a matter of fact, the details in 
qpiestion are meant to serve a certain purpose served by the Anvdhdrya, — 
and their presence is not due to the mere presence of the Anvdhdrya itself ; 
hence they must be performed in connection with any other thing that 
serves the same purpose. — “ But how can the Cloth and the Galf be regarded 
as senung the same purpose (as the Anvdhdrya) ? ” — A certain contingency 
has been mentioned, and then they are spoken of in the following sentence 
as * Fee ’ by reason of their securing the services of the priests — ‘ The Cloth 
is tl» Fee, the first-born Calf is the Fee ’. — ^From this it follows that the 
and the CaXf sbonald take in the details of the Anvdhdrya Rice. 


Adhikabana (8): At the. - Agraya^\ there should he no 
‘ Coohiug ’ of the Calf. 

SUTRA (36). 

In the case of a gift, the Cooking is meant fob a beeenite pueposb. 

Ehdsya. 

In connection with the same AgrayaiMy it is said that ‘ a first-born 
Calf is the Fee ’ ; — ^it has been settled that the details of the Anvaharya should 
be performed in conneeticwi with this Cedfi — ^The question that arises now is 
— ^In the case of the Calf, should, or should not, the ‘Cooking'* also be 
done [as it is done in the case of the Anmhdrya\ 1 

The Purmpak§a view is — “It should be done — (1) because of the 
necessity of obeying the Genaral Law, and (2) because it can be done.’* 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta =rWhen the Calf is 
given as the Fee, there should be no ‘ Cooking ’ ; even without being Cooked, 
the remains a Calf what is laid down as to be given is the Calf, not 
the meat (of the Calf) ; — farther, it has been laid down for the jmiTOOse of 
securing the services of the Priests, not as an embellishnaent of the man. 
For th^ reasons, the General Law cannot indicate the admissibflity of the 
‘ Cooking ’ to the case of the Calf. Under the circumstances, if the 
‘ Cooking ’ were done, it would be an unauthorised animabslaughter, and 
would mean the doing of a«n act entirely repcgnant to esi^blished custom. 


Ai>hikae.a:^a (9) ; At the ' Agrayaim \ there should he no 
* booking ’ of the Ghth. 

SOTHA (37). 

The Cooeing is do??® when thebe ib an abtjclb of foob. 

Bhd§ya: 

In oonneetioa with the same Agraya/^, we read—'The Cloth is a 
SaoriiSeial Fee ’ i and it has been found that the details of the AnvdM,ry<x 
should be performed in connection with the Oloih . — Tho question that 
arises is — Should ‘ Cooking ’ be done to it, or not ? — The Furvapak^ is 
that — " It should be done, because tihe Cloth serves the same puipose as 
the Anvahdfya — ^In answer to this we have the following Siddhanta ; — 
The ‘ Cooking ’ should not be done ; because * Cooking ’ is done wlien the 
thing concerned is «» artide of food , — and the Cloth is not an. article of 
food ; nor is it pebble for ‘ Cooking ’ to be done to it ; — hence we conclude 
that Cooking should not be done to the Ciofh. 


Adhikarana (10): At. the ^ Agraya7m\ no ‘’Pouring of 
Clarified Butter ’ is to he done over the Cloth and 
the Calf. 

StJTBA (38). 

So ALSO OF THE ‘ POTJBING OF ClAHIFIED BuTTER ’ [THERE SHOTJLD BE 
NO PERFORMANCE]. 

"Bhdaya. 

In connection with the Jigrayaija, we read — ‘ Cloth is a Fee, a first- 
born Calf is the Fee ’ ; in connection with this it has been found that the 
details of the Anvdharya should be performed ; — ^The question that arises 
now is — Shoxild, or should not, the Poxiring of Clarified Butter be done t 
—The Purvapdk^a is that — “ it should be done, because they serve the same 
purpose as the Anvahdrya — ^In answer to this, we have the following 
SiddhAnta: — So also of the Pouring of Clarified ■ Bictter, — “what?” — now- 
p&rformame. As a matter of fact, the Foming of Clarified Butter is done 
over the Anvdharya Bice for the purpose of making it tasty ; — the tastefulness 
of the Cooked Rice {An/odhdrya) is helpful in securing the services of the 
Priests ; — ^in the case of the Cloth or the Calf, however, there is no purpose 
to be served by taatefuimse •, — Whence there should be uo Pouring of Clarified 
Butter over these two things. 



Abhtkabai^a (11) ; At the'' Jyotistoma % &e nwn^&t ‘ 112 ^ 
mentioned in (Xinn^cMon witik the JPee, mppUes to 
one hind only. 

StJTRA (39): 

[P0b¥apae;§a (A)] — “ The ititmbbb. MEuapioNED ns PEoxiMirY to the 

INJOTNOnON OP THINGS SHOUIJ) BE THE QTJAlferaCATION OE 
AUE. THOSE THINGS.” 

JBM^. 

Thfflre is the Jyoti^oma saoiifice laid down in the text — * Desiring heaven,, 
on© should perform the Jyotisfoma sacrific© ’ ; — ^in connection with this 
sacrifice it is said — ‘ The. cow, the. horse, the male, the ass, goats, sheep, 
ooms, barley, sesamuih, ma^a , — 112 of that is its Fee 

In regard to this, there- arisi^ the quwtion — (a) Is the Fee to consist 
of 112 of each of the things mentioned ? — ^Or of only one thing ? — (6) If 
of only one thing, is it of any one thing, withont restriction ? or of MS§a 
only 1 — (c) Or ahoold the ntonber • 112 be made up of aB. the things 
coUectively-r-or of only one kind of thing ? — (d) If of a thing of one IriTid, 
is it of any Mnd, without restriction ? Or of animals only ? — (e) If of 
animals, then of any kind of snimals, without any reertriction ? Or of cows 
only ? — ^All th^ are the various alternatives that are poBriHe. 

On this question, the Piarmpak?a (A) is as fdDlows: — ^“In prarimity 
to certain enjoined things j — ‘ What thin^ 1 ’ — The cow and the rest ; — 
" Where have they been enjoined ? ” — In connection with the Fee, a number 
has been prescribed — ‘ 112 of it is the Fee ’ ; — and this number should 
pertain to each of the things menrioned, the cow and the rest. — Why ? — 
Because tih© number has been menticaied as the subordinate factor, and 
the cow and other things as the principal factor . — 'How so ? — The seatence 
is not construed as ‘ there should be 112% but as ‘^theare should be 112 of 
that * ; it is only thus that the presence of the term * * in the sentence 

can have any sense; otherwise it would be ritber meaningless or a mere 
reference. As for the sxngular number (in ‘icuya*} this ateo refem to the 
things spoken of in the context, and is a mere refercoce. Whenever a 
subordinate factor is laid down in proxhnity to certain piincipai factors, 
the former always varies with each of the principal factors. The mention 
of the number too serves the useful purpose of giving us the tliat * the 
cow and other things have to be of such number^ And there is no ground 
for making any such discrindnatLon as that of the several things 
—one has to be of thia zmmber and not the other ; in fact, if any one of 
the thingB were not of said, number, it would involve the infring^ent of 
the Vedic text, in so far as it bears upon that thiog. Hmce we conclude 



nm . shababa-bsa^iTa: 

that each om. of the thm®3 mentioned is to he connected with the said 
number.” 

StTRA <40). 

[PeBVAPAK!?A Btrr INASMirCH AS THB QFAMTIES AJffl EQUAi, 

THE HUMBEB SHOtJED PEETAHir TO OHE OlSfLY ; BECAUSE OF 
THE PEESBNCB OF BIBBOT DBCLABATIOH.” 

Ehd§ya. 

The particle ‘ tu ’ but ’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

“ It is not that there should be ',112 of each of the things ; in fact, there 
should be 112 of any om of the things only.—Why ?~Bwaus6 
are, equal j i.o. the cow and other things are connected with the ‘ Wm % and 
so also is the nun^r the number is not enjoined (predicated) of the 
Oow and other things ; what is enjoined is t^te Fee as qwMfied hy the nwn&efj 
— not the Cow and other things. — How so 1 — If the number were not con- 
strued with the ‘ Fee % — and hence if what were connected with the ‘ Fee’ 
were the Oow and other things without any fixed number, — ^then the mmiaon 
of the number would be entirely useless ; and as the term ‘ tasya ’ would be 
in co-ordination with what is qualified by the number, it wotild have to take 
the Plural ending ; and if ‘ tasya* referred to the Oow and all other Idsings, 
then the Singular number in ‘ tasya dmckcsha-shatam ’ would be inexplicable. 
For these reasons, the number has to be connected with any one of the 
things laid down as the means of securing the servfoee of the Priests, — smd 
then alone the fee given for the services can be of the prescribed number. — 
From all tliis we conclude that the number pertains to any one thinyg, nob 
to every one of the things. It w even so that the Singular number {in 
‘ tasya ’) becomes justified. Objection — ‘ As the number of a word is a 

mere sigti, no significance can attach to the Singular number in tl^ word imya \ 
— Answer'. Even though no sipiificanoe attach to the Singular number, 
the ending must be one oonnotative of the same number that is referred to ; 
for kustanoe, when it is said ‘ hrahsnanajaSiyo na IvmtavyaSk ’ one belonging 
to the BrShmana-caste should not be killed ’), even though tlse qualification 
mentioned is a mere indicative sign, yet it is not spoken of by means of a 
word with the dual ending — ^hrSfmanau na hantavyau' {‘Tim Brdhmanas 
should not be killed’). — Sajrs the Opppnent — * But in the case of the nCimes 
of castes or classes, the Plural ending may appear in connection with a 
single entity, or the Singular ending may appear with several things ; but 
neither with one nor with several things does the Dual number ever appear ; 
so in the case in question, either one thing might be spoken of by a word 
with the Plmal ending, or many things might be spoken of (as they are in. 
the sentence) by a word with the Singular-ending — Ansiver : It may be so 
in the case of the names of castes or classes ; but the word ‘ tasya ’ does not 
denote a caste or class, it denotes only the individual that is in dose proxiinity 
to itself.-— From all this it follows that the number in quu^tion (112) 
must appertain to any one of the things mentioned in the text [and .there 
■can be no restriction as to which one it should be].” 


JJ5»HYiYA IX, PADA H, APHIKABAHA (11). 
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StTBA (41). 

£P0B,YAFAE§A (C)] — “ II? FAC3T, IT SHOTTLD APPEBTAIK TO THAT THBJG 
ET OLOSE PBOXEWrrY TO WHICH T^B NUMBBE, HAPPEI^S TO BB 
MEXTIONE© ; BECAUSE SUCH IS THE CONSTBUCTIOX 
INDICATED BY SYNTACTICAL CONNECTION,” 



Tills SiUra is in answer to the following ‘ If the Number is related to 
one thing, then it mil have to bo taken as related to any one thing, without 
any r^triction, as no specification is found in the text 

In answer to this we have the following (which is Furvapak§a 0) ; — “ It 
should appifftein to that one thing in proximity to which it, is mentioned ; 
wfefln the word signifying the number is found in close proximity to the word 
signifying a particular thing, it is that particular thing with wliich the number 
shoidd bo conneett^ ; because it is words uttered close upon one another 
diat come to be syntactically eonnecUid. — How so ? — It is only when a 
qualifying word is connected with what is in close proximity to itself that it 
•can qualify the idea expressed; it cannot do this when it is far removed 
from it. In the sentence in question the ‘ Mdsa ’ comes in between the 
numeneal word (112) and the ‘Oow’ and other things; — and Syntactical' 
Oonnecstiou is more authoritative tlian l^ontoxt ; — hence it is the 
alone that should be ooaneoted with the number (112).'” 

SUTRA (42). 

[PlTBVAPAS^A (D)] — “ But it cannot be so CONNBOTSai ; THEY 

(MA^AS) ARB enjoined IN THE SAME MANNER AS THE OTHER 
THINaS ; HENCE THE NUMBER SHOULD BE CONNECTED 
ALL.” 

Bha^ya. 

The term ‘ iw ’ (‘ but ’) serves te set aside the above view. 

** It is not right to say that it is the Md^ alone that is connected with 
the number ; in fact the number shotild be taken as pervading over all the . 
things ; he. the number (1X2) should be made up by all the things, Qovo and 
the rest, taken together. — The number is not oonneoted with the Mo^a 
only, because the Mo^a has been enjoined by Ihe teats enjoining the things in 
the same rmnrm as tibose things . — How so ? — The expression being ‘ TUdshcha 
magdshcha^t the ‘ cha * dmotea ‘ ifce MS^a along the TUa ’ ; so that the 
numbar is connected with tbe oow and all the other things taken together ; 
as the particle ‘ cha * signifies the eonneotion of the things with one another ; 
the nature of the particle * diw ’ is suok that when it comes after a word it 
signifiies the eonneotion of the ^H>ken of by that word with another 
thing, by direct denotation, not Syntactical Connection ; — if it were 
done by Syntaotioal Cbimeoticm. It would be done by the particle even 
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shababa-bhIsya : 


appearing before a word (which however is not the case) the Number 
however is connected through S 3 mtactical Oonneotion'; — if the particle 
‘ cha ’ had not the aforesaid mmning, then it would be entirely meaningless ; 
as it could not be construed latear on, — after the connection of the Number 
has been established ; in fact, if we construed it as ‘ ta^a dva^Mtamha % 
the TTi finning would be something mtirely different, — ^it would mean ‘112 
something else also ’ ; and yet no such ‘ something else ’ is spoken of in 
the sentence; — hence the particle ^ cha’ must be construed first, and the 
connection of the number should come after that ; the reason for this lying 
in the fact that words with the same case-ending are more powerful (and 
shoidd be conneetei first) than the one that has a different case-ending.— 
Purther, as words with the same case-ending are more powerful, their repeti- 
tion is quicker, while that of words with different case-endings is more 
delayed ; — ^words ending with the same Krst case-ending are more powerful 
in that they signify their moaning, while the word with the sixth case-ending 
qotdifies something signified by another word. — ^Hence it follows that all 
the things (spoken of by the words wdth the first case-ending, ‘ gamhcha ’ 
etc.) are connected with the number either as one aggregate whole, or as 
connected with one another; or it may be right to teike all of them in 
combination with the number. Prom all this, we conclude that the number 
is ooncnected with all the tiamgs. — What would be the advantage of this ? ’ 
'3210 advantage would be that no one cff the tbin^ would be deprived of its 
c onne ction with the numbfisr. As tibere is no ground for discriminating 
among the things, if any one thing ware deprived of the connection with the 
number, the sens® of the whole would be rejected in reference to that thing. — 
32io cmudusion therefore is that the whole group of the things spoken of — 
cows, and the rest — is eoimeoted with the number.” 

SOTRA (43). 

[SmBHAOTA] — ^I nasmuch as ihebe is no aarpmoN ik the xnfjxwcmve 

TEXT, THE COJiQfEICnON SHOULD BE WITH ONE KIND ONLY ; AS 
•nr THAT CASE THEKE WOULD BE NO INCKIMPATIBILrry, 

IN THE SACEmCE, WITH THE VeDIC TEXT. 

Bha§ya. 

It is not right tliat the number shotdd be made up by all the things 
teyken together. Inasmuch as then is no menifion in th& inf-imctim text, — 
there can be no eonnecticai with the ihaking up of tlie inmiber by all the 
things meationed ; that is to say, tliere is no such declaration* as — ' The 
number appertains to the group conasting of the Cow and other things ’ 
in fact, any group consisting of the Cow and other things is . not even 
m^timied, whi<di could be referred to by the Pronoun {'fasya’} in the 
teact ;~tbe C5ow and otheir things have been spoken of by name ; hence H is 
tihey that exe referred to by the Pronoun and it has .been already 
eot pl w n ed. that the Cow and the rest do not form the predominant 
leMitor in the sentence ; it is with the * Fee * that the number is conaected ; 
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hence the Pronoun, being a qualification of the number, is to be taken 
up only as qualifying that number; and in that case it is only right- 
that due significance should be attached to the singular number (in 
‘ Uisya ’) ; thus it is that the particular number has been mentioned and 
referred to by the Pronoun, as qualifying one of the several kinds of things 
mentioned ; hence from among the various kinds of things mentioned, it is 
only one that can be taken as qualified by that number, and that one thing 
must be of one kind only. It is in this sense that the Sutra says ‘ Skdjdtadhikd- 
rah ’ [‘ the connection should he with one hind only ’]. 

“What would be the advantage of this interpretation ? ” 

The advantage would be that xmder this explanation there would be no 
outrage against the Direct Assertion of ‘oneness’ (in the term ^tasya’); 
while under the other view, the mxmber, connected, through Syntactical 
Connection, with the substance, would not be conducive to any activity, 
and; on account of being not conducive to any activity, it could not, through 
the Context, be connected with the sacrifice, in the sense that ‘ 112 is the 
Fee of that sacrifice 

Prom all this we conclude that it is 112 of the thing of only one kind 
that constitutes the Fee in question. 

S^TRA (44). 

Oto MEANING OP WORDS ALSO SHOULD BE AS IN COMMON 
PARLANCE. 

Bhd§ya, 

Further, the matter should be treated in accordance with common 
parlance : In common parlance, whenever a numeral term is used without 
a qualification, the notion that arises is that of a thing of one kind only,— 
‘‘^.How so ? -It is so because otherwise ho usage would be possible ; unless 
there is one particular kind, the number that enters into the conception of 
all things is the ‘ Pardrdha ’ (Highest conceivable Number) along with all 
the other numbers ; — and the ‘ Pardsrdha ’ is spoken of in terms of the in- 
termediate nrunbers ; — ^for those people who connect the number with any 
single thing, the Number ^mes in as pertaining to that one thing ; — in this 
case, that one thing relat^ to the number has to be pointed out, or tive 
thing mentioned in the Context has to be taken (as related to the number), 
or some such other' thing should be accepted as happens to serve some 
useful purpose. — ^In the case in question, there are things spoken of in the 
context that belong to several kinds (species) ; , of these only one should be 
connected with the number ; just as when it is said ‘ give a hundred to these 
two what is meant is a hundred of only one kind of thing, not of several 
kinds of things, such as ‘ Substance'’^ * Quality *, ‘ Action', ‘ Constitaent 
Part and so forth. , 


ADHtKABANA (12) : In th$ text ‘ tasya dvadasha shatam 
daksiim^ [‘112 of that is the I’ee’J, the number 
pertains to the animal ^ Cow 

SUTRA (45). 

[SiDDHtoA (a)]— T he Nfmbbb should mbtaht to aiomals; bbcatjse 

IT IS THESE THAT ABB, EBOM THBIB OBIGIN, COUNTED 
SEPABATBLY. 

Bhd^ya. 


It has been seen that the number pertains to a thing of one kind. 

Now in regard to the question as to whether the number appertains to one 
of the animals or to one of the grains,~the Purvapak^a (a) would be that 
there can be no restriction (it may be one or the other).— -In answer to 
that we have the Siddhdnta put forward in the SUtra, 

Th& number ahoidd, pertain to one of thed animals ; — “ why ? "—because, 

U is ihese that are, from their origin, counted separate. In practice, animals 
are always counted on the basis of their separate existence from their 
very birth;— when, for instance, people speak of ‘a thing purchased with 
horses ’ or ‘ purolmsed with cows ’ there is no such natural counting • 
in the case of corns, in whose case the number refers either to nigada (? men- 
tion) or to the measure ; it is never said ‘ purchased with Bve wio^a-grains ’ 
what is said is ‘ purchased with hve Mhakas, or Dromis or Kudavas or 
Khans oi Ma?a ‘ ; hence so long as the measures {adhahx and the rest) are 
not mentioned, the sentence (mentioning the number) remains incomplete, 
and wanting in an essential part, and as such it cannot ^pply any right 
knowledge of any thing. ° 

Question—" Why cannot the securing of the services of the Priests be 
regarded as being done with the moja-grains counted separately on the 
basis of the grains being separate from their very origin ? ” 

Awsu?e?^When it is declared that ‘ the Fee consists of 112’, what is 
laid down is the peculiar feature of what is already known as the price of 
services rendered ; and as a matter of fact, 112 grains of Vnhi or any other 
com can never form the wages of the Priests ; there are three forms in which 
wages are paid— (I) in the form of services rendered in return, (2) in the 
form of the produce of labour, and (3) in the form of words. (1) ‘ 112 mdsa- 
grains ’ cannot be the wages in the form of services rendered ; when workers 
work at a sacriace, they receive in return at least a ‘ quarter ’ per day • 

— (2) as for the produce of labour, no one ever recognizes the grains 
to ^ like the result that accrues from the work done by the priests (3) 
m for words, they onty tend to lay "down the exact measure of the wages 
that are already there.-In a case where even a ‘ quarter ’ per day is not 
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received, it is not a ‘ Dak$i^ (Fee) at all ; because it does not make the 
man ‘Dak§a% ‘alert’ [and ‘dak^i^ia*, etymologically, is that which makes 
one ‘ dak§a It is possible Jbhat a man may work for another throughout 
the day either through love or for some other reason, — but never through 
being tempted by the prospect of receiving 112 grains of FnM-cow. 

“It is just possible that some one may do a work on being tempted 
by the prospect of receiving 112 grains of Vnhi-com; would that be the 
‘ Fee ’ in his case ? ” 

No, we reply. A dakai^ (Fee) is that which makes one ^ dalc§a\ 
alert ; — ^and alertmse is a form of strength that which does not produce 
satisfaction (on being eaten) caimot be regarded as imparting Strength ; — hence 
that wliioh does not produce satisfaction (on being eaten) cannot be regarded 
as ‘ Dak^iria ’ (Fee) ; while what is spoken of in the sentence in question 
(laying down the Fee) is the high degree of satisfaction produced (by what is 
laid down as the Fee). 

“Even 112 grains of Vrihi^com do bring about a certain degree of 
stren^h.” 

. The answer to this is that the term ‘ strength ’ is a relative one ; one 
and the same man may be ‘ strong ’ in relation to one man, and ‘ devoid 
of strength ’ (weak) in relation to another ; hence in so far as there is no 
satisfaction, there is cdjsence of strength ; — it is by eating that a man gains 
in strength ; and the strength is brought about after the satisfaction produced 
by eating. From all this it follows that that substance alone can be regarded 
as ‘ wages ’ which produces satisfaction, and that alone can be a ‘ dah^itjd ’ 
(Fee) ; — and the character of ‘ Fee ’ being secured thus far, anything more 
than that can come in only on the strength of direct declarations (in the 
Veda). — At one of the eotypal sacrifices — ^the J^to^eya, — even the Soma- 
cup which can impart only a little strength, has been laid down in place of 
the ‘ Fee ’, and this is aooepted on the strength of the direct declaration to 
tliat effect. As regards Animals, they are capable of imparting strength in 
the most important form; consequently when the animals are there, the 
number in question cannot be connected with the Vnhi and other grains. 


St?TEA (46). 

[PuBVAPAK^A (6 )]— “Thebe should be ho besteiotion ; because 

THEBE IS NO OBOUND FOB DISCIBIMINATION.” 

“ If it is to be 112 animcUs, then there can be no restriotion among 
the cow and other animals mentioned^': — of any one of them, theoee may be 
112. Things would be much simpler if there were no restriotion ; it would 
also facilitate the performance tof the. sacrifice ; and the injunction of it 
therefore would have its scope vei^ muoh widened,’’ i 
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SHABABA>BHi§YA : 


SUTEA (47). 

[SlDBHlS-TA— (6 )]. — ^In BAOT, JT SHOULD BE THE CoWS ; AS THEY ABE 
THE IffiOST XTSEnjL. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘t)a’ (‘ iu reality ’) implies the rejection of the view that 
there shotild be no restriction. 

It should, in fact, be 112 coios. — “Why?” — Because they are the most 
useftd ; aa a matter of fact, cows are very useful ; they are of the greatest 
use ; i.e. they serve a most useful purpose ; — Whence if cows are given, it will 
confer a great benefit on the Priests J and it is essential that benefits should 
be conferred on them — ^the Priests are rendering the greatest help to the 
Samfioer, and it is the custom of all good men to render help to those who 
are rendering help to oneseK. So that the custom of good men becomes 
followed if a large number of useful animals are given ; — ^and cows are very 
useful ; — Whence it follows that it is 112 cows that should be given. — Horses 
would be more useful, — if the giving, receiving, and selling of them had 
not been forbidden j but there is the Vedic text — ‘ One should not give 
animals with manes, one should not receive animals with two rows of teeth ’ ; 
— ^there is also the Smrti-t&xt — ‘One should not sell the horse’. — Prom aU 
this it follows that it is 112 cows that should be given. 

SUTBA (48). 

BiOAUSB of EEOOGirmOH. 



For the following reason also the number should pertain to Cows; — 
“ For what reason ? ” — Became of recognition, ; when one sets about making 
up the prescribed number by bringing together the things spoken of in the 
sentence, the first that are thought of are the Cows ; and being thus the first to 
be recognised, they become connected with the number ; and there is no incon- 
gruity in this; — and when the Cows have become so connected, the Horse 
and the othese animals do not become coimeoted with it ; because it is only 
one kind of thing that should be connected (as explained above), and that 
has been already connected (in the shape of the Cows). — ^Hence we conclude 
that the number should pertain to the Cows. 

SUTRA (49). 

Also bhoausb we find texts indioative (of the same ooholhsioh). 
Bhd^a. . 

There is an indicative text pointing to the conclusion ; — “ What is 

that indicative text is Sahaaram dak^M, sahasram stotnya 
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yavadasya adhmrasya uttaradhara gmtrgavi prati?thitd tamdmmdt lokddasa/u 
lohah ’ this clearly indicates coios as to be given. — Similarly there is the 
following text — * Tam vd atam shabalim samdmananti ide rjgnta havye kdnvye 
chandre jyoUraditi saraavati mahi viahnUi eta te aghnye ndmdm dtvlhhyo md 
aukrtam hHdt\; here we have the names of the Cow;—- and these two texts 
taken together indicate that — (1) what is spoken of as ‘ the thousand ’ is 
the Fee, and (2) then follow the names of the cow, which shows that it is 
the Cow that is meant to be the ‘ Fee ’ spoken of in the first text. 

From this also it is clear that the number pertains to Cowa. 



Adhieaea:^a'(13) : The ams as ‘Fee’ should he divided 
among the Priests. 

S0TRA (50). 

The giving shottld be by apportionment, as the gifts are 

DISTINCT. 


Bhasya. 


At the Jyotispmia, the Cow and other things are to be given as the Fee ; 
it has been established that the number prescribed as to be given relates 
to Oow$. 



that arises now is — Should the Saerificer give the Fee 
iests after apportioning the share prescribed for each? 
)ortiomnent be made by the company (of priests) itself 
should give it as a whole] ? 

?a view is as follows “ There should be no restriction ; 
en either after apportionment, or without apportionment j 
enjoined is that ‘ the Fee should he given \ and nothing is 
3r it should be given after apportionment or without 
hnce there should be no restriction.” 
his, we have the following SiddMnta :~The Fee should be 
onment ; it is the very nature o*f the gift that one should 
wnersMp over the thing given and should bring about the 
er person and in the very nature of things, this should 
orifioer himself, as explained under the Sutra — ‘ Tasmdt 
’ {?)~When a definite share of the Fee has been assigned 
particular priest, it cannot become related to him tmtil it 
loned to him ; hence the person who does this apportion- 
who does the g^ving ; — and it is necessary that the giving 
bhe Sacrificer ; hence it follows that it is after making the 
; the Sacrificer assigns the shares. That this should be 
;he fact that iiie gifts are distinct. Unless there has been 

recipient cannot connect himself with his own share. 

ows that the Fee should be given after apportionment. 


StTEA (61). 

AiSO BBOAHSB THERE IS ‘ HIRING AS 
ORDINARY WORLD. 

Bhd^ya. 

again, the gift is for the purpose of ‘ hiring 
3 ; and what is meant for ‘ hiring ’ should be 


I and not a mere act 
a matter of contract 
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between the employer and the employee. If, then, this contract were 
entered into with the group of Priests,— and this group were to do the 
apportionment,— then the contract would not have been with the employer 
(Master of the sacrifice) ; and hence it would not be a case of ‘ hiring ’ at 
all. Just as in the ordinary world, when something is given to wood-carriers 
and other labourers, it is the woodcadiers that enter into a contract with 
the employer, and the employer assigns to them the wages after due appor- 
tionment— ‘ this is for you, — ^this is for you ’ ; tliis should be understood to be 
the case in the present instance also.— From this it follows that the Fee .should 
be given after apportionment. 

StJTEA (52). 

The Veda ALSO INDICATES APPORTIONMENT. 

BMsya, 

Then again, the Veda also indicates apportionment, inasrnuch as there 
is a mantm that speaks of Apportionment — ‘ Tviho vo viehvavedd mhhajatu ’ ; 
also there is the text ‘ Kr^iydjinSna vitfasya dakpndm dadati — and again, 
' AgnldMgre daddii, agnimukhdneva pilffn pfindti, hrahmanM daddfiit pras^e- 
bhyo dadati, prasrtyai hotre dadati nS^prB daddti havirdMna dMnibhya adk- 
varyubhyo daddti, udgdtrhhyo daddti, antahsadaai dsinebhyo yailidahraddham 
prdsarpakebhyo daddti \ — In all this we find indications of apportionment. 
— Hence it follows that the Fee should be given after apportionment. 
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Adhikaeana (14): At the Jyotistoma, the Fee is to he 
apportioned in accordance with the titles of the Priests. 
S0TRA (53). • 

[PUBVAPAKSA (A)]— "It SHOULD BE equal; AS THEBE IS 
HO DECLABATIOH,” 

BTidsya. 

In connection with Jyotistoma, the Fee has been laid down as ‘ The 
Cow, the Horse, the Mule, etc.’ ; — ^and it has been established that the Fes is 
to be given after apportionment.~The question that arises now is— la the 
apportionment to be equal ? Or in accordance with the work done ? Or 
in accordance with the word (title) ? 

The Purmpah^a vi&w is as follows — “ The apportionment should he equal, 
because there is no declaration — of any discrimination. In a case where no 
discrimination is mentioned, the apportionment must be equal. — How so ? — 
The whole can be given to one man, if nothing has to be given to any other 
person ; therefore no one man should receive so much as to leave nothing 
to be assigned to another ; no special share should be given ; so to each one. 
Hence, inasmuch as no discrimination has been declared, the fee should 
be divided equally.” 

S'UTRA (54). 

[PURVAPAK§A (B)] — “ But on account of the DIFFERENCE IN THE 
WORK [rr SHOULD NOT BE EQUAL].” 

Bhmya. 

The phrase ‘ api vd ’ {‘ but ’) signifies the rejection of the above view. 

“ The apportionment cannot be equal ; there should be inequality due 
to the work done by each man ; one who does more work always receives 
higher wages. — Hence there must be inequality based upon the nature of 
the work done.” 

SUTRA (55). 

[SEDDHANTA] — ^In the matter OF WAGES, THEY SHOULD BE UNEQUAL ; 

THEIR TITLES ARE DIVERSE ; INASMUCH AS THERE IS ‘ HIRING ’ 

OF ALL, THE INBQUALITy OASTNOT BE BASED UPON 
WORK ; SPBCIAJAiY AS WE FIND A DISTINCTION 
, ; MADE, AS IN THE CASE OF THE 
; ‘ , AbHYUDAYA*. 

i r ; ' ''' ' ' 

I ; . , Bhd^a. 

It is not right that there should be inequality due to work ; it should 
be due to the help rendered ; and the amount of help rendered is known. 
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from the titles (of the priests) ; hence thj& imqmlUy should he due to the t itles ; 
so that in the fnatter oj wdges, they should he unequal ; their titles are diverse ; 
some are oalled \HalJista some ‘ Tertiarists % some ‘ Quarterists ’ ; those 
having half are haljlsts '* .• — “How do they have half V ' — When a half Is 
given, to them. Similarly ‘ Tertiarists ’ and ‘ Quarterists ’ , It is with these 
titles that these priests are mentioned in the injunctive text laying down 
■ their Initiation. Inasmuch as there is ‘ hiring ’ (of all these priests), the 
said titles would be inexplicable if the difference in the shares were due to 
the work done by them. — “ Where do you find such a distinction as the one 
described ? ” — ^We find it in the ‘Abhyudaya ’ ; we take this term ‘ abhyudaga ’ 
as standing for the Dvadashdha sacrifice which has ‘ ahhyudaya ’, — i.e. 
prosperity— for its result. The said distinction is found in the following 
passage — ‘ The Adhvaryu, having initiated the Master of the House, initiates 
the Brahman ; then the Udgdtr, then the Hotr ; then the Pratiprasthdtr, 
having initiated the Adhvaryu, initiates the Halfists — viz. : the Brahmayd- 
■chchhamsin related to the Brahman, the Prastotj- related to the Udgdtf, the 
Mai^travaruna related to the Hotr; — ^then the NSsIx, having initiated the 
Prhiiprasthdtr, initiates the Tertiarists — viz. ; the Agnldhra related to the 
Brahman, the Pratihartr related to the Udgdtr, the Achchhdvdka related to 
the Hotf ; — ^then the Unmir, having initiated the Ni§tr, initiates the 
Quarterists — ^viz. : the Potr related to the Brahman, the Bubrahmayya related 
to the Udgdtr, the Ordvastui related to the Hotr ; — thereupon the VnnUf 
is initiated by some one else, or by a religious student sent by his Teacher 
Here we find the priests referred to, in connection with the Dvadashdha 
sacrifice, as ‘ Halfists ‘ Tertiarists \ and ‘ Quarterists ’ ; — and this reference 
to them by these titles would be justifiable only if, at the original sacrifice 
(Archetype), the shares given to these men were actually in accordance with 
these titles. — ^We conclude therefore that, on account of their being named 
‘ Halfists ’ and the rest, the diversity in the Fee received by them should be 
regarded as based upon these titles. 


Adhikabana ( 15 ) : At the ‘ Ekdha^ sacrifice called ‘ Bhu \ 
the text ‘ Tasya dhenuh ’ excludes all the things laid 
down as constituting the ‘ Sacrificial Fee ’ 


SUTRA (56). 


[Purvapak.?a]— “ The phrase ‘ tasya dhEnuh ’ should be taken 

TO MEAN THE EXCLUSION OE THE COWS ; BECAUSE AT THE 

Archetype, they are enjoined separately ; on the 

GROUND OE SIMILARITY, THERE SHOULD BE MODIFICATION 
OF THAT ALONE ; JUST AS THE ‘ I^fl ’ IS 
MODIFIED BY THE QUALITATIVE TERM.” 


Bhdsya. 


There is the following text — ^ Athdlsa bhurvaishvademh irivrdeva sar- 
vaatasya mshmvabyaatotnya dMnur ’—[where the dhlnu^ milch 

cow, is prescribed as the Sacrihcial Fee at the Bhu-sacriflce, which has the 
JyoU^form for its Archetype]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does the ‘Milch cow* 
(laid down here) exclude (from this Bhu-sacrifice) the * cows ’ orly— or the 
whole lot of things laid down as the ‘fee’ (in connection with the 
Jyotistorm) ?— In this connection, what is to be considered is— At the 
archetype, do the several things mentioned form so many distinct ‘fees’ ? 
Or do they form one ‘ fee ’ collectively ?~Hence we deal with the AdUharana 
by combining the two questions-At the archetype do the several things 
form so many distinct ‘ foes ’ severally,-and hence the ‘ milch cow ’ excludes 
the cows ’ only ? Or do they collectively form a single ‘ Fee ’,— and hence 
the ‘ milch cow ’ excludes the whole lot ? 

The Purvapak?a is as follows Wheh we find the Veda asserting 
T^ya dhenuh ’ The milch is the Fee for it ’], we conclude that the 
MUch cow excludes the ‘ cows with this view we think that the things 
laid down m ‘ Fee ’ in oonhCotibn with the Archetype are to be taken 
severally. What do you me^ their being taken severally ? ’ — It means 
that from among the ^cow$ and other things, each one by itself forms the 
fee How so ? ’—In conndo^on with the Archetype the text is ‘ Gcuuscha 
aehmshchaashvaiarashchadaksi^l t‘^e Cow and the Horse and the Mule are 
If 1C Fee ■ 1 ; whore the mention of the * Cow ’ and the rest shows that the term 
h 00 ’ 1. wholly applicable to each of the animals mentioned ; because what are 
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mentioned are the cow and the rest, not their combination. As for the term ‘ cha ’ 
{‘ and ’), it only signifies aggregation, it does not enjoin the aggregation ; — and 
it takes in (signifies) the aggregation only for the purpose of qualifying another 
term; if the term ‘cha’ did the enjoining oi aggregation, then such 
aggregation would be connected with the qualities of the action concerned ; 
so tliat, just as we have the expression ‘ Samiudichayah shdbhanah ’ Aggrega- 
tion is good’], ’’ SanmdhcTmyo dra§tavyah^ [‘Aggregation should be re- 
cognised so would we also have such expressions as ''Cha shohhanah’’ 

‘ Cha drastavyah ’ ! And just as the genitive ending is used in connection 
with the aggregating numbers, — ^in such expressions as ' dhavakhadirayoh 
samuchchayah ’ [‘ aggregation of the Dhava and Khadira ’), so would there be 
also in such expressions as ^ Dhavah Khadirashcha W — ^Neither of these 
contingencies however takes place ; hence it follows that the term ‘ cha ’ 
does not lay down aggregation. — ^It is only when the Vedic text actually lays 
down a certain thing that there can be some reason for connecting it 
syntactically with the sentence. Further, Syntactical Connection is reason- 
ably possible only with a factor that is laid down by Direct Assertion, and 
not with an aggregaie wluoh is only indirectly indicated by the cow and other 
things. — For these reasons, the sentence should be construed as ‘ gauh dah§iiia., 
ashvo dah^rm ’ [‘ The Cow is the Fee, the Horse is the Fee’), and so forth. 
What actually happens is that first of all the Cow and other -thmgs are in- 
dicated and the character of being the Fee is enjoined (predicated) in regard 
to them; so that this character being a subordinate factor must vary with 
each of the several principal factors mentioned. In this explanation, the 
presence of the term ‘ aha ’ also becomes justified — ‘ The cow is the fee, 
and the Horse is the Fee, etc., etc, ’ — and not in the form ‘ The cow along 
with the Horse is the Fee ’ or * the aggregate of the Cow and other things is 
the Fee *. 

“ Now then, if the character of being the Fee belongs to each of the things. 
severally, then the Cow comes to have the character of being the Fee j and then, 
it is for the pmrpose of qualifying it still further, that it has been asserted" 
that ‘ the milch cow is the Sacrificial Fee ’, meaning that ‘ the cow that is 
to be given as the Fee should be miUh, ’ this leaves unmodified all the other 
things that have been mentioned as the ‘ Fee ’, in whose case, the General 
Law would be obeyed if they were given exactly in the form in which they 
have been mentioned in coimeotion with the Archetype. It is by means 
of a word that the further qualification — ‘ bdhg milch’ — has been asserted in 
connection with the Cow ; it is the Oow alone that can be * dhenu ’ (‘ milch 
coafr ’). — Just as the * I?ti’ is modified by the guaMtaiive term; i.e. in the 
expression ‘ Sauryam nirvapet^ (‘should offer to 8urya') what is meant is 
that ‘ connection with Surya * should be established ; — the idea meant being 
that this connection is to be of the substance ; what the expression actually 
does is to lay down the connection as to be. with the act of offering only ; 
and what the term ‘ offering ’ does is to restadct the procedrire of the I^ti, 
on the basis of the performance as accompanied by the offering. Similarly in- 
the case in question also, what the term * dhenu ’ (* milch oow,’) as expressing 
,a quality of the Cow does is to modify the Fee-character of the Cow only ; 
so that no other Fee becomes modified.” 
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SHABABA-BHASYA : 


SUTRA (57). 

[SlDDHANTA]— I n BEAUTY, [THEBE SHOULD BE EXCLUSION] OF ALL ; ON 

ACCOUNT OF ITS CONNECTION WITH THE SACBIFICE, THE PUEPOSE 
OF THE FEB IS ONE ONLY ; THE SUBOBDINATE FACTOES 
ALSO SEEVE ONLY ONE PURPOSE ; HENCE WHAT IS LAID 
DOWN WOULD SEEVE THE SAME PITEPOSE AT THE 
EcTYPE WHICH THE OTHEE THINGS SEEVE AT 
THE AeCHETYPE ; AND IT IS THEOUGH THEIE 
FUNCTIONS THAT THEBE IS CONNECTION 
BETWEEN THE ACTIONS (AND 
THE PEIESTS), 

Bhasya. ’ 

The term ‘w’ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth above. 

What we assert is that the ‘ milch cow ’ excludes all the things that 
have been mentioned as constituting the ‘ Sacrificial Fee ’ : and hence wa 
hold that all these things constitute the ‘ Pee ’ collectively. 

“ What is the meaning oi all the things constituting the Fee collectively ? ” 

The meaning is that the term ‘ Fee ’ is not to be construed with every 
one of the things mentioned it does not mean that ‘ The Cow is the Fee 
‘the Horse is the Fee’, ‘the Mule is the Fee’, — but that ‘the cow and 
other things are the Fee ’ ; — ^the name ‘ Fee ’ is not predicated of the ‘ Oow ’ 
and also of the other things.—' The things known as Coiv, Horse, and so forth 
are to be regarded as Fee ’ ; — because in that ease, the term ‘ Fee ’ would 
liave to be in the Plural number, as it would be denoting its relationship 
to all the things simultaneously ; and the form of the sentence should 
have been ‘ the Cow and the rest are the Fees ’ — ‘ gavddct/yo daksinah ’ ; — 
just as in the expres.sion ‘ Agm^oniau devote ’ [‘ Agrvi and Soma are the 
deities ’ ), or ‘ Prdndpdmu abfdsamabhavatdm ’ (‘ The Prdjia and the Apdno 
came into existence’]; because the gender and number of adjectives are 
determined by the gender and number pf the substratum in which the 
qualities expressed by the adjectives subsist. 

“ What then is the right construction ? ” 

The right construction is tliat ‘ the Cow and the rest ’ are predicated 
of the ‘Fee’: ‘What is the Feel — ’Oow and the rest’. — ^The term 
'dah^ind' (‘Fee’), is derived from the root ^daJc§a\ to ‘encourage’; so 
that the Dok§ipdt is, that ivhiah encourages ; this quality (that of being an 
encourager) is one only ; — it' is this,. one quality that is meant to be emphasised 
as the principal factor,— and ‘ Oow and the rest ’ come in as qualifying 
(and hence subcordinate to) that one quality ; — the principle is that the 
gender and number 0 ^, wor^ denoting qualities (i.e, adjectives) are 
determined by^the gender li-nd number of the substratum of those qualities ; 
— -and not that the gender and number of words denoting substances are 
determined by the gender and number of the qualities subsisting in those 
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substances ; for instance, we have the form ^ Vishvedevd devata’’ [‘The 
Vishvedevas a.te the deity Thus then, in the case in question, the question 
being — -what i is the ‘ Fee’t-^the answer is ‘ gamhcha, ashvaskchu, ashva- 
tarashcha’ [‘The Cow and the Horse and the Mule’]. 

Then again, it is the term ‘ Fee ’ — and not ‘ Cow ’ and the rest — that 
is connected with the act of giving to the Priests; — the purpose too of ah. 
Fees is one and the same — viz. ; the securing of the services of the 
Priests ; — and it is once for all that these Priests become amenable to 
render service ; so that there would be no need of ‘ securing their services ’ 
over again ; — the purpose served by the Cow and. other things also is one 
and the same,. — ^that of constituting the Fee. 

Thus then, inasmuch as all the things mentioned constitute the Fee 
collectively, the ‘ Milch Cow ’ should be regarded as laid down in connection 
with the eetypal Bhu-sacrifice, for that same purpose which is served at 
the Archetypal Sacrifice by the prescribed Fee ; so that the Milch cotv 
serves the same purpost^ that is served at the Archetype by ‘ the cow and 
other things ’ ; — ^because it is in connection with the * Sacrifice ’ that we find it 
laid down in the sentence ^ Tasya dMmirdaksina'' , where ^ tasya' stands for 
the sacrifice ; — so that, when this mikh cow becomes connected with the 
sacrifice (by being given as the Sacrificial Fee), all those things which have 
been laid down hi connection with the Archetype and which would therefore 
have come into the sacrifice by virtue of the implications of the General 
Law, become excluded; and what the Priests become connected with 
(presented with) — by virtue of their connection with the Sacrificial acts — 
is that same Mibdi cow which has been directly laid down in connection with 
the BhU-sacrifice itself. 

Then again, in the sentence Qaushcha ashvashcha .... dak^7}d\. 
the particle ‘ cka ’ directly expresses the idea that the cow is to be taken along 
wUh tJte other things, — ^while the fact that the cow (alone by itself) is the 
‘ Fee ’ is expressed by Syntactical Connection ; — and dired expression is more 
authoritative than Syntactical Connection ; . hence it follows that the con- 
nection of the ‘Cow’ with the particle ‘cha’ comes first, and it is only 
later on that its connection with the ‘ Foe ’ comes in ; so that what become 
connected with the character of the ‘Fee’ are the Cow and other things 
taken together collectively. — ^From all this it follows that the Milch cow 
excludes the entire set of the Fee in the shape of the Cow andwiher things. 

StTRA (68). 

Inasmuch as the injunctions abe -wiraouT a substbatum, the 

MATTES SHOULD BE DETEBMINED BY AN INDICATTVE TEXT. 

Bh&sya. 

It has been argued above that— Just as the Is modified by the 
qualitative term [so should it be in, lihe case in question] ”. — ^The answer 
to that is as follows — In the case of the saerifices, (a) (6) Updfh- 

shviyafa and (c) Agni^omtya and of (tf) Saurya, (e) Aryamana, (J) Prdjd- 




Ajdhikabana. ( 16 ) : In the sentence ^ Yasya somamapa- 
hareyuh, etc.\ the phrase ^ ehdm gam’ excludes only 
the original number pertaining to the Gow. 

SUTRA (59). 

{POevapak^a] — ” The teems ‘ one ’ and worn ’ are like the teem 

‘ MILCH COW 
Bhdfya. 

There is the text — ‘ If they take away one’s Soma, one should give 
one cow as the Sacrificial Fee ; if it is burnt. Jive cows 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^The ‘ one ’ and ‘ five,’ 
OOW3 that are spokeix of here, — do they exclude the entire set of things 
prescribed as the Sacrificial Fee ? Or the cows only ? 

The Purvapak^a is as follows: — “ T/ie terms ‘one’ and ‘five’ are like 
the term ‘ Milch cow ’ ; — i.e. just as the term ‘ milch cow ’ excludes the 
entire set of things, so should the terms ‘ one cow ’ and ‘ five cows ’ also 
do } because the connection of these latter is laid down directly in the text ; 
hence these serve all the purposes that would he served by the ‘ Fee ’ laid down 
in connection with the Archetype ; hence these latter, being admissible only 
. through implication, become excluded.” 

This Adhikaraipi shall be left incomplete at this point [its SiddhSnta 
being postponed till Sfttra 62]. In the meantime, we proceed with another 
Adhihirana. 


Adhikarana (17): At the ^ 8ddyaskra\ the "‘three-year- 
old calf ’ excludes all the other things that have been 
laid down as the price to be paid for the 
Soma. 

SUTRA (60). 

The * gphebe- year-old Galp’ also. 

Bhd§ya. 

In connection with iiie Sddya^hru we read — ‘ The entire three^year~oU 
<calf is the price paid for the Soma, for those who vie with each other’. 
The things laid down (in oormeotian with the archetype) as the price to be 
paid for the Soma, — whu^ axe admisaible hi the Sdd^kra also by virtue 
of the General lAiw.-HEtfe aiie^aPhedf lo^rlb© text — ‘He bujrs it with a 
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she-cjoat, bays it with gold., buys it with a bull, buys it with the Horse’s hoof, 
buys it with cloth and so forth. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does tlie ‘ three-year-oki 
calf ’ exclude the Bull only ? Or all those things tliat have been laid down 
as the price of Soma ? 

The Purva%)aksa is as follows : — “ It excludes the Bull only.— Why V- 
Beeause it is a naalo of the bovine species; on the basis of the similarity of 
being a male of the bovine species, one such male has been laid down 
(in place of another similar male). — ‘How do you laiow that the term Iri- 
vatsa (three-year-old calf) lays down a tnale 'member ? ’ — That it is so is clear 
from the term ‘ sdrula \ ‘ with testicles ‘ entire — Hence we conclude that 
it excludes the Z)‘mM only.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The ‘ three-year -old 
calf’ also; — ‘also’ what? — also excludes the entire set of things mentioned as 
the 'price to he for Sonia; because it is directly connected with the act 
of ‘ buying and hence excludes all that comes in only by virtue of the 
General Law ; hence it must be taken as setting aside the entire set of tilings 
mentioned as the price to be paid for Soma. 

SUTRA (61). 

We find indicative texts also pointing to the same 
CONOLTJSION. 

Bhasya. 

This same conclusion is pointed to by an indicative text ? — “ What is 
that text ? ” — In connection with another Sddyaskra, it is said — ‘ Stri 
gauh somakrayani vydvrttd hyesdm apardhd ’ [‘ The price to be paid for the 
Soma is a female member of the bovine species, because their rivalry has 
ceased’]; when all the other things mentioned as the price of Soma have 
been excluded, — and the Gow alone is left as f ulfillin g the purpose of the 
Buy mg of Soma, — with what could this latter vie ? [Hence it is in this 
sense that the ‘Rivalry’ is spoken of as having ‘ceased’]. Otherwise, if all 
the others had not been excluded by the Cow, the rivalry of the whole group 
would be there ; and when the rivalry would he still there, it would not be 
right to say that ‘ their rivalry has ceased — From this it follows that the 
Cow does exclude aU the rest. — ^The ‘ three-year-old- calf ’ also is laid down 
in the same manner as ’the female member of the bovine species’ (Cow) ; 
hence this calf also should be taken as excluding all the other things. 

Or, the indication of the text quoted may be explained in the following 
manner : — If the ‘ three-year-old Calf ’ excludes aU other things, then alone 
could ‘ the female member of the bovine species ’ be left alone at the other 
Sddyaakra, because it wiU have set aside the said Calf ; and then alone 
could it be right to say that ‘ the rivalry has ceased Otherwise, if the 
said Calf had excluded the BuU only, then by excluding that Cedf alone 
the * female member of the bovine species ’ would only become one of the 
group of things mentioned as the price of Soma, and hence the ‘ rivalry ’ 
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would still be there ; and in that ease, it would not be right to say that ‘ the 
rivalry has ceased ^ ^ 

From all this it follows that the ‘ three-yeaj-old calf * must be taken as 
excluding the entire set of things (laid down as the price to be paid for 
the jS^oma). 


The above explanation of Suirm 60 and 61 as embodying Adhikara^a 
(17) brings in a separate topic right in the middle of Adhiharana (16) [which 
is not qtiite right] ; hence we are explaining the two Sutras 60 and 61 in a 
different manner (as forming part of the PurvapaTc§a ofAdhikarai^ 16 itself) 
“For the following reasons also, the term ‘one’ and ‘five’ should exclude 
the entire set of things mentioned as the * Sacrificial Fee ’ — (a) The ‘ three- 
year-oM-Calf ’ also (Su, 60) and (6) we find indicative texis also pointing to 
the same conclusion (Su. 61); that is to say, (a) the ‘ three-year-old-ealf % 
being mentioned in the same manner as the ‘ one cow ’ and the ‘ five cows % 
should be taken as excluding all the other things, and (6) it is only thus that 
the assertion that ‘the rivalry has ceased’ would be justifiable”. 


[In answer to the PurvapaJo^a thus set forth in Sutras 69, 60, and 61, 
we ham the foUotoing Siddhdntd ] — 

StTEA (62). 

[Sbddhanta of AdMkaravst 16] — beauty, oistly one set (becomes 

EXCLTHDED), BECAUSE THE 3JUMBEE IS COHHECTED WITH COWS 
ALONE, BY YEBTITE OE THE BABHOULAE GENDER. 

Bhd^a. 

This is the answer to the view (Purvapaksa stated in Su. 69) that was 
left unanswered. 

It has been asserted that the ‘ one ’ and the ‘ five ’ exclude the entire 
set of* things mentioned as the ‘ Fee — ^But that is not right ; because if is 
only one set of things that becomes excluded, — i.e. the only one set of ‘ cows % — 
the ‘ Horse ’ and the r^t are not excluded. As a matter of fact, the specific 
assertion that ‘ one should be given, five should be given ’ pertains to emus . — 
Why so ? — Because the connection is with the mmber as qvxilified by the cow ; 
the sentence ‘ gives one, gives five ’ is not to be constnied as — * gives one 
fee, gives five fees \ but as ‘ gives one cow, (five cows) * ; because the con- 
nection between the cow and the humbeir is the principal factor and hence 
more worthy of acceptanee. 

Further, the coimeotion of fibft number with the term * cow ’ is directly 
perceptible, while that with the tenh * ^ee’ ifi remote and indirect, by reason 
of the intervention of the word * oow * that the term, * cow ’ becomes taken 



1786 


shababa-bhIsya ; 


in its primary sense; in the other case, recourse. would have to be had to 
indirect indication —the word ‘ Oow ’ being taken as standing for ‘ one cow, 
and also Horse, etc. ’ Thus then, by reason of the particular gender (the 
Feminine in ‘ ehdm ’) the number applies to the cxwa only; so that all the 
rest, Horse, etc., being not excluded, these are to be given as at the Archetype, 
whereby the General Law becomes honoured, — ^and the terms ‘ one ’ and 
‘ five ’ exclude the cows only from among the things laid down as ‘ Fee ’ in 
connection with the Archetype. [That is, the text in question specifying the 
nxxmber of cows as one and fim, sets aside that number which relates to the 
cows in connection with the archetype ; so that at the Sadyaakray only one 
or five cows are to be given, not the same number of them as are given at 
the Archetype]. 


Ab hikab awa ( 18 ) : At the ‘ AshvamWia ’ the ‘ Two Lamp-' 
posts ’ eocdude the Adhvaryu's share of the 
regular Fee. 


SOTRA (63). 


fPOEVAPAK^A] — “ So ALSO THE ‘ TWO LaMP-POSTS IP THIS BE TTEOED 

[then the answer is as in Sutra 64]. 


BM^ya. 


In. connection with the Ashvamedhct, we read — ‘ Gives two golden Lamp, 
posts to the Adhoaryu 

In regard to this, there arises the question~Do the ‘ two Lamp-posts’ 
exclude the entire set of things laid down as the Sacrificial Fee ? Or of the 
Adhvaryu’s share only ? 

“ Why should this question arise ? ” 

If the term ‘two lamp-posts’ is construed with the root ‘to give’ 
then it excludes the whole set of things laid down as the Sacrificial Fee — ^ 
wMle if it is construed with the ' AdhmTyu\ then it excludes only the 
Adhvaryu'a portion. 

The Purvapak^a is as follows “.It excludes the whole set ; hence we 
mterpret t^ sentence by construing the term ‘ two lamp-posts ’ with the 
verb ‘to give Why ? ’—By connecting the verb ‘ to give’ thus, it is 
Direct Assertion t^t is honoured ; whUe by connecting the lamp-posts with 
the ‘ Adhvaryu ’, it is the Syntactical Connection that is honoured. — ^Then 
again, by its inherent force, the accusative ending in the word ‘ pmkashau ’ 
(‘ lamp-posts ’) becomes connected with the verb, not with the noun ; for 
this reason also it is connected, in the sentence, with the verb ‘to give ’. 
H it were connected with the Adfwaryu, the term ‘ Adhvaryu^ would have 
taken the Genitive Ending. For this reason the ‘ lamp-posts ’ are construed 
with the verb ‘to give’. The two ‘lamp-posts’ are enjoined (predicated) 
as qualifying the Verb ‘to give’; so that the act of giving cannot be 
qualified by the Adhvaryu ; for if it did, there would be a syntactical split.— 
Further, if, even in the presence of a qualifioation, the act of giving were regard- 
ed as imqualified and construed, as such, with another word, then, in actual 
action, it would come in that same unqualified form. In fact, a qualifying 
w<^ even thougli used, does not qualify its object, if it is incapable of 
doing so. Hence the term ‘ Adhvaryu ’ here stands for tl^e person who aeta 
wp the saeriflce (‘ adhvaram yunaldi ’).— From all this it follows that the ‘ two 
lamp-posts ’ exclude the entire set of things mentioned as ‘ Sacrificial Fee 
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SUTRA (64). 

.[SlDBHlOTA]— I n EBAIilTYi, UTASMBCH AS IT SERVES THE PUEPOSE OF 
A PAET OF THE FeE, — ^AND AS AT THE AeCHETYPE, THEY APPEAE 
IN SEPAEATE FOEMS— TECH MODIBTOATION OF THE 
AOOESSOEY SHOHIiD BE OISEY TO THAT 
EXTENT. 



The term ^ api iu’ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth above. 

As a matter of fact, the two Lamp-posts serve the purpose that is served 
by only a part of the Fee not that served by the entire ’Fee ; the shares 
too of the Adhvaryu and others (at the ArchetsTpe) are separate — ^it being 
known, that ‘this is the portion of the Adhmryu, these the portions of others’. 
— ^For this reason the modification of the accessory should he only to that 
extent . — “What is the meaning of ‘ gunedantdvikdra^^-’ — ^Gumedantd* means 
the ‘ idardd extent, of the * guna accessory ; — ‘ idantd ’ is the character of' 
being ‘ idam'\ ‘this' ; — ‘ gvpMdantai>ikdra' thus is the ‘vikdra\ modifica- 
tion, ofv the ‘ gun^dantd-' , extent of the accessory. This means that the two 
Lamp-posts exclude the Adhvaryu' s share of the Fee. — “ How so ? ” — 

‘ J^irarymayau prdhdshau' (‘two golden lamp-posts’) is one sentence; here 
we have not got the Nominative ending, nor is there any connection with 
the term ‘Fee’, by reason of which the lamp-posts could serve the purposes 
of the ‘Fee’. — “What then is it?” — ^It is the Accusative ending and is 
cormeoted with the verb ‘ to give ’ ; — Whence there is the one sentence in 
the form — ‘ Hi/rarymayau prdhdshau adhvaryave daddti ’ [‘ Gives two golden 
Lamp-posts to the Adhvaryu ’] ; so that the two Lamp-posts are connected 
with the act of giving, in which the Adhvaryu is the recipient, and hence 
what they exclude is the Adhvaryu’s share in the gift. — Or, we may take the 
sentence as laying down a new act of giving as qualified by all the 
qualifications ; and as it serves a visible purpose (erf securing the PHest’s 
service), it would set aside the other means of securing the services of the 
Adhvaryu-, 

It has been argued that — “ WTiat is enjoined is the connection of the 
tm) Lampposts with the act of giving ; — ^by accepting tins construction we 
hottom the Direct Assertion — But this Direct Assertion is not independent 
of Syntactical Oonneotion ; so that it would not be possible when there is 
no immediate sequence between the verb ‘ to give ’ (and the ‘ two lamp- 
posts ’). 

As for the argument that— “ Every case-ending is capable of being 
connected with the verb ”, — oxir answer is that this capability is set aside by 
what we actually see. The immediate sequence also that we find is between 
the ‘ two lamp-posts ’ and the Adhvaryu. 

As for the argument that “if the connection were as suggested,. the 
genitive ending woxild be there it is true that the genitive ending would 
be there ; but it is not that in the absence of the genitive ending, there is 



no coDOQectioo. with the Adhmryui because such eonuection is actuary 
recognised through Synteotical Goimeetion. 

Says the Op|M>nent-— •“ The Dative Ending that is present in the sentence 
wOtdd set aside the Synteotical Connection 

That which is not iteelf enjoined (or predicated J cannot set aside 
anything. 

“ How then is it that the Dative ending is there even when the Recipient 
is not meant to be enjoined ? ” 

It occurs only by way of reference to what is indicated by the force 
of circxunstances. Hence what has been urged does not affect our position. 
— Or, we may take the anawejc to be what has been explained above, to the 
effect that what is enjoined is the act of giving qualified by all the qualifica- 
tions (mentioned in the sentence). 

Thus then, if the other items of the Fee are not excluded, the Creneral 
Law become obeyed ; hence we conclude that it is only the Adhmryu's 
share that is excluded by the * two lamp-poste 


~ . -v ” 
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Adbokaea^a ( 19 ) : At the ‘ Upahavya ’ sacrifice, the 
‘ Horse ’ excludes all the rest of the things merdiomd 
asthe^Fee\ 

SUTRA (65). 

ThOB fiAHTi! OF mni! ‘ HoBSE ’ orVEN AS jfEE IS trKE THE ‘ MILCH COW ’ : 
AHD 'THE EHBASE ‘ SA BBAHMANAH ’ (‘.IT IS TO BE GIVEN TO THE 
BeAHMAN PbIEST ’) IMPLIES THE EXCLUSION OF THE 
OTHER PBIEST5, AS IN THE CASE OF ‘ GOLD ' 



There is the Upahavya sacrifice laid down in the following passage — 

‘ Upahavyo aniruktah, ienMhishasyamanam ydjctyet^ .... mhmh ghmto 
dcth^‘1^ ; upahavyo mTuldaJi . . . ashvah sltyarao ‘tttkmalalato dalvmu ' 
[whetrein ‘ the hay hor^ with a golden foreheEwi ’ is laid down as the Sacrificial 
Fee] ; in connection with this we read — ‘ SahyaTm''uktah sa hrahmorne dayah ’ 
[where the said Fee is laid down as to be given to the Brahman Priest], 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does the Horse here laid 
down exclude only the Brahman’s sliac© (in the Fee laid down in connection 
with the Archetype, as consisting of ‘the cow, the horse, etc.’)? or the 
whole set of things laid down as the Sacrificial Fee ? 

The Purvapak§a is as follows : — “ It excludes the Braliman’s sliare (in 
the original sacrifice). — ^Why ? — (a) Because it is connected with the per- 
former} (6) because it serves the purpose tliat is seryed by a part of the 
original Fee, and (c) because at the Archetype it appears separately, — 
therefore theore shall be modification of the accessory to tliat extent (as 
explained under Sutra 64), — as in the case of the ‘ Garland ’ ; i.e. just as 
in the case of the text ‘ Gives the garland to the Udgalr ’, the garland, excludes 
only the XJdgaifa shsire (in the original Fee), and not the entire set of things 
laid down as the ‘ Fee ’, — so also it should be in the case in question.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — The Horse given 
08 Fee « Uhe the milch coto ; i,e. it should exclude the entire set of things 
laid down as the ‘ Fee — " Why 7 ” — ^Because the connection is with the 
term * Fee ’, in the sentence ‘ The bay horse with the golden forehecwi is 
the .Fee ’ ; the sense is that by means of the Horse here directly laid down 
(in connection with the Upahavya), the ‘ securing of services ’ should 
be done; and such being the case, all the Fee that would come in by implica- 
tion through the General Law should naturally be set aside. 

Ohjeaion-y'^ But we find the Horse spoken as related to the performer 
— the sentence Uiat lays down that ‘ it should be given to the Brcdtman 
Atwwer-— -The first sentence (where the Bay Horse has been laid down as 
the Fee) serves to exclude ah those things which would come in as the Fee, 
in accordance with the General Law, — ^and the second sentence (where the 
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Horse is mentioned as to be givm to the Brahman) servw to exclude the 
other priests ; Jitst as in the case of the sentence ‘ Of the gold, all' is given to 
the Hmiiman. 

IVom all this it follows that the Horse exclndes the entire set of thin^. 


SUTRA (66). 


But Esr beauty, only one thing SHOTriB be exclubeb, because op 

THE CONNECTION OP THE PEBFOEMER, BY VIRTUE OP ’rm?. 
PABTICULAB GENBEB, — LIKE THE GABLANB.” 


Ekdsya. 

It has been argued (in this Sutra) that — “ only one thing is excluded, 
because of the connection of the pOTformer, by virtue of the gender,-— Hke 
the garland — ^And this has to be refuted — [We are doing that in the next 
Smral 

SUTRA (67). 

In BEALTTY, thebe SHOULB be MOBIPICATION, as in the case OP THE 
GOLD, BECAUSE OP THE BBPEBENCB BEING TO THAT. 


Bhasya. 


The phrase ‘ in reality ’ implies the rejection of the above view (expressed 
in Su. 66). 

Became of the reference being to that, — i.e. because the reference is to 
the Fee , — ^what the sentence has done is that by means of the term ‘ Fee ’ 
it has brought about the relationship of the Horse to the sacrifice; hence 
the Horse should be regarded as being the modification of the entire set of 
things. — Hence it has to be treated like ‘ gold not like ‘ garland 


Adhikaba.na (20) : At the ‘ Rtapeya ’ sacrifice, the * Soma- 
cup ’ excludes the entire set of Sacrifwial 
Fees, 

SUTRA (68). 

[POBVAPAKSA]— ‘ So ALSO THE SoMA-CUP.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Rtapeya sacrifice, w-e read — “A Soma -cup 
made of Udurr^ra wood is the Fee; it should l'>e given to the Brahman- 
priest who is dear and belongs to one’s own gotra \ 

In 'regard to this, there arises the question. — ^Does the Soma-cup exclude 
only the Brahman’s slrnre in the regular Fee (prescribed in connection with 
the Archetype) ? Or does it exclude the entire Sacrificial Fee ? 

The Purwxpaksa view is as follows : — “ So also slwyidd be the Soma-cup ; 
just as the ‘ garland ’ prescribed for the Udgatr excludes only his share in 
the regular Fee, — because of the connection of both with the fJdgdff -priest, — 
so also in the ease in question, on account of the connection of both with 
the Brahman-priest, the Sonm-cup should set aside only the Brahman’s 
share in the regular Fee.” 

SOTRA (69). 

[SlDDHilfTA] — pact, THERE SHOULD BE A MODIFIOATION OP THE 

WHOLE LOT ; BECAUSE POE PURPOSES OP THE SAORIPIOE, AFTMALS 
HAV:il BEEN FORBIDDEF. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ' m ’ (‘in fact ’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

The Soma-cup sets aside, not only the Brahman’s share, but the whole 
of the regular Sacrificial Fee. — How do you know that ? — ^Because the text 
in question is in reference to the prohibition of animals ; the passage runs 
thus — ‘ Soma is right, animals are wrong ; if one gives animals, one does 
wrong ; the Soma-cup made of Udvmbara-waod is the Fee ’ ; here we find 
that the Soma-cup has been enjoined after having rejected the giving of 
animals ; the sense of the passage being ‘ One who gives animals incurs this 
sin, hence animals should not he gveen * ; instead of saying this in so many 
words, the text says that the Soma-cup should bo the Fee which means 
the same thing ; as the impHcatioa is that if the Soma-Cup is given, animals 
are not given ; thus the Soma-cup comes to set aside the whole of the regular 
Fee ; if it w®fe to set aride only the Brahman's share, it would mean that 
ani mal s would be given to the other priests fand t-hia would go against the 
prohibition just referred to]. Hence, we conclude that it sets aside the 
whole of the regular Fee. 
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STJTRA (70). 

ITke following ol^edion may be wrgred!]— “ It would bb the same m 

BBGABD TO THE GIFT TO THE BbAHMAN.” 



It might be argued as follows — ** If your view is that ‘ by reason of the 
proliibition of animals, the Soma-cup should set aside the whole of the regular 
Fee — then, the same would be applicable to the case of the gift to Brahman ; 
the assertion that ' the Soma-cup should be given to the Brahman ’ may 
refer to the animals that are given to the same Brahman (out of the regular 
Fee). Hence it does not necessarily follow that the reference to the pro- 
hibition of animals can be explained only on the basis of the exclusion of 
the whole of the regular Fee (payable to all the priests) ; because it can also 
be explained as referring to what is given .to the Brahman only.” 


S0TRA (71). 

iAmwer '\ — As the gift is fob the pubposes of the saobifioe, a pbo- 

HIBITED ACT WOULD BE DONE ; AND IN THAT CASE THE PUBPOSE 

OF THE Fees would be an indibbot seoondaby one. 

Bhd?ya. 

It is not right that the Soma-cup should exclude only the Brahman^ s 
share j in fact, it should set aside the whole set of the regular Fee. The 
gift of the Soma-cup is subservient to the purposes of the sacrifice ; as it is 
connected with the term * Sacrificial Fee in the text ‘ the Soma-cup is 
the Sacrificial Fee\ At the Archetype, the various things, Cow and the 
rest, do not constitute the Fee severally ; in fact, it has been already explained 
(under Su. 57) that the term ‘ Fee ’ is applied to the whole lot of the things, 
Cow and the rest, taken together. Thus then, the animals having been 
forbidden by the gift of the Soma-cup, if it were regarded as equally applicable 
to the Brahman’s gift also, and animals were given to the other priests, 
then something would be done which is prohibited ; — what forms the share 
of the Brahman alone is not the ‘ Fee it is only part of the Fee ; and if 
.the term ‘ Fee ’ could be applied to what is only a part of the Fee, such 
application would be only indirect (figurative) ^ — ^but so long as the direct 
meaning of a term is applicable, the indirect one cannot be admitted. The 
purpose of giving the Soma-cup is the exoltteion of the regular ‘ Fee ’ ; — 
and the purpose served by the t Fee^^Ss the sectiring of the services of aU 
the priests, not merely the gift to all this it follows that the 

Soma-cup sets aside the entire s*>t of- the- isegular Fee. 
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SUTRAS (72-73). 

If it is the Brahman’s share alone that is excluded, then the 

MODIFICATION WOULD APPlfeRTAIN TO THAT EXCLUSION ALONE ; 

BUT IN BEAUTY, THE WHOLE LOT IS EXCLUDED, AND THERE 
IS ONLY THE EXCLUSION OF THE OTHER MEN ; ALL THE 

Fees being subservient to the sacrifice. 

BMsya. 

Thesp 1/WO SuPi'os explain the purpose of the AdhiJcaraim. 

If the excludes the Brahman’s share only, then the regular 

Fee would be the smaller to that extent ; and by reason of this modification, 
the other portions of the Fee would be given to the other priests this 
would be so if the Purmpaksa view were correct On the other hand, if 
the Siddhmita view were correct, then the whole lot of the regular Fee would 
become excluded ; that being excluded, it is the exclusion of the other 
priests (from receiving the Soma-cup at the that is done by the 

sentence ' it should be given to the Brahman The Fees are always sub- 
servient to the sacrifice ; — ^the sacrifice is accomplished by the securing 
of the .services of all the Priests, not by securing those of the Brahman alone. 
It is by the giving of the Soma-cup that the services of all the priests are 
secured ; so that nothing else need be given. — This is the purpose served 
by this Adhikaraita. 


Or these two Siiiras may be explained otherwise, as embodying a distinct 
Adhikararui, as follows : — ' 

Adhikarana (21) ; The Soma-cup excludes the entire 
regular Fee as also the other Priests. 

[By another interpretation of Sutras 72-73.] 

. StJTRA (72). 

[PUbvapak§a] — If the Brahman’s share alone is excluded, then 
the modification would be lessened to that extent.” 

, , Bhd$ya. 

Tn connection with the we read— 'The , Soma-cup made of 

Udumbara-wood.is the Fee, i| 8h(^i4 be? given to, the Brahman priest who 
is dear and belongs to one’ 8 - 

In regard to this, there ,«prises the question — Should the Regular Fee 
be given reduced by the Brahman’s share ? Or should the Soma-cup alone 
be given ? ' 
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Objectior^^' It has already been explained that the construction is 
that the Soma-mp is the Fee [and hence there can be no room for the 
question] 

Answer— 'We are raising the question on the supposition that the con- 
struction is that the Soma-cup is for the BraJwnan. 

The Purvapahsa view is as follows:— “If that is so, aqd the construction 
adopted connects the Soma-cup with the Brahman, then the Brahman’s 
share of the regular Fee is to be excluded, and aU the rest is to be given ; 
the modification of it being only to the extent that the Brahman’s share 
would be excluded from it.” 


SUTRA (73). 

[SiddhInta] The whole should be excluded; as the sentence 

EXCLUDES THE OTHER MEN, AND THE FbES ABE SUBSERVIENT 
TO THE SACRIFIOB. 

Ehdsya. 

The whole lot of the regular Pee should be excluded.— “ Why ? 
Because it is quite clear that the Soma-cup is to be construed with the Fee ,• 
so that the entire set of the regular Fee having been excluded by this con- 
struction, aU that is done (by the mention of the Brahman) is that the other 
priests are excluded. SpeciaUy because tU Fees are subservient to the 
sacrifice ; so that, when the 8orm-mp becomes the ‘ Sacrificial Fee ’ (and 
the needs of the sacrifice are served thereby), it excludes all the rest of the 
things that have been mentioned as forming the ‘ Sacrificial Fee 





Adhikaba!^a (22) : Ai the ‘ Vdjapeya % the mention of 
the ‘ Chariot ’ is meant to restrict that gift to one 
articular Priest. 

StJTRA (74). 

'{PCTBVAPAK^A] — “As BEGAEDS THE ChABIOT COHSECBATED WITH THE 
YaJH? verse,, it verily OOKSTITTJTES a MODmOATIOH OF THE 
BEGUIAB FEE PAYABLE TO THE AdHVARYH.” 

BMsya. 

There is the Vdjapeya sacrifice ; in connection with which it is declared 
— ‘ The chariot consecrated with the Yaju^-mrse one gives to the Adhmryu 
[In place pf the cow and other things prescribed as the ‘ Fee ’ at the Jyotiapma, 
there are laid down, in connection with the VajapSya, other seventeen articles, 
such as the Chariot, the Cart eutid so forth 5 anjong these there is one chariot which 
is consecrated with the Yajus-mantra, ‘ Indrasya, etc. ’ ; this is the chariot which 
is called ‘ Tajuryuleta-ratha ’, or, briefly ‘ To^uratha.''] 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does this exclude 

the Adhmryu' 8 share in the Regular Fee ? Or, is the Adhvaryu's share 
restricted to this chariot ? 

The Purvapak^a is as follows “ As regards the chariot consecrated with 
the Yagti^-verse, it is verily a modification of the Fee payable to the Adhvaryu. 
The particle ‘ fw * implies absence of all doubt ; the sense being that ‘ there 
can be no doubt on the point ’ ; what is clearly meant by the text is that 
‘ To the Adhvaryu one gives the chariot consecrate with Yaju§, nothing else ’ ; 
so that the chariot sets aside the Adhvaryu's share and thereby having its 
purpose fulfilled, it cannot exclude the other articles of the Fee whose 
admission at the Vdjapeya is indicated by the General Law. The sentence' 
is not to be construed as * The chariot cohsecraied with Yaju§ one gives at 
the Vdjapeya sacrifice in which case the chariot would be connected with 
the sacrifice. — Why so ? — Because the Vdjap^a is the sacrifice with which 
the Context deals, while the Adhmryu is mentioned in the sentence ; and 
Syntctctical Connection is more authoritative than Context. — From all jthis 
we conclude that the Chariot excludes the Adhvaryu's share in the regular 
Fee." 

StTRA (76). 

[Siddhanta] — ^I ir reality, oh the basis of the direct deolaratioh, 
rr IS ms share of the Fees that is restricted. 

BMsya. 

The phrase ‘apt vd' (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the above 
view. 



ADHYAYA X, PADA HI, ADHIKABAXA (22). 


As a matter of fact, all the chariots have been directly spoken of in the 
general statement—' One gives Seven seventeens ’ ; — these ‘ seven seventeens ' 
are— ‘(1) Seventeen chariots, (2) Seventeen coins, (3) Seventeen slave-girls. 
(4) Seventeen pairs of bullocks, (6) Seventeen hundred cows, (6) Seventeen 
kinds of fodder and (7) Seventeen Vayasis (?) — Here ‘ seventeen chariots ’ 
have been mentioned ^vithout any specification, and they are to be dis- 
tributed among all the priests ; it is not known which chariot should go to 
whom; — ^the Yajuratha in question wdiieh might possibly fall to the share 
of the Adhvaryu, is restricted as such— ‘ the chariot consecrated with the 
Yajus, one gives to the Adhvaryu, no other is to be given to him, — and the 
said chariot is not to be given to any one else 'l^he presence of the qualify- 
ing term ‘ consecrated with Yajus ’ is for the purpose of enjoining the chariot 
as to be given in one alternative scheme, and hence it cannot .ser\-o the other 
purpose of excluding the Adhvaryu' s share in the Regular Fee ; and the 
non-exclusion of this makes the General Law duly honoured. — Hence the 
conclusion is that the chariot is restricted as the Adhvaryu's share ; and his 
share in the regular Fee is not excluded. 


End of Pdda in of Adhydya X. 





ADHYAYA X. 


PADA IV. 


Adhtkabana (1) : At the ‘ Agni-chayana ^ and other similar 
rites, there is corribination of the ‘ Ndrista-homa ’ 
and the ^ NaJcsatresti \ 


SUTRA (1), 


Inasmuch as signs of the Abchetypb are not present, the act 
IN QUESTION should BE AN ADDITIONAL EMBELLISHMENT AT 
THE EcTYPE. 


Bhdsya. 


(A) There is the Agm-x.7.rz‘'*na Rite, laid down in the text ‘ One who 

Icnowing thus sets up the Fire-altar ’ ; m connection with tlmt Bite, comes 
the Nah^cOr^H sacrifice, (at which there are Upahomaa) described as follows 
— Agmye hrttiMhTvyah puro^osTw,^^ nirvapet, so ^nujuhoti, agna- 

ye avShS — Kfttihabhya}}, svdhd — Anibayai svaha — Niyataye svahd, — -Amrapattyai 
svahd — Nirmrgapaityai svahd — Nipurnilcdyai svahd'' ; — at the Primary sacri- 
fice which is the Archetype of the Agnichayana, there are Ndri^fa-homas offered, 
as laid down in the text — ‘ Ndri§pahormn jvhoti \ — ^Tn regard to this ji 
arises the question — [At the Agni-chaya'na'\ are the Ndri^pa-homm excluded 
(by the Naksatresfi) ? Or, are they not excluded, and there is a combina- 
tion of both ? 

(B) Similarly in connection with the Shyenct, we read — ‘ Red-t\jrbaned 

priests with red clothes worn in the JVmto-mode carry on ’ ; — in connection 
with the Archetype (of the Shyena) we read — ‘ The NiiMa is the mode for 
men, the PrdcMndvita is for Pitrs, and the Vpavita is for deities ; when one 
wears the cloth in the ITpouifa-mode one bears the mark of Deities ’ and 
the Upav%ta-xaod& recommended in this latter text is indicated by the 
General Law as applicable to the Shyena , — ^There arises the question — Is the 
Upavito-mode excluded (by the laid down in the former text) ? Or 

is it not excluded, and there is combination of both ? 

(C) Similarly again, in connection with the Pfgphya S^daha, we read — 
make him. eat honey or OUmfied Butter ’ ; — ^in connection with the 

wever, it has been laid down that — ‘The Braiimono should 
, the Kgattriya upon barley-gruel and the Vaishya upon whey * j 
is indicated by the General Law as applicable to the J¥#/Aya. 
re arises the question — ^Is all this laid down in the latter 
(by the Honey and Olarified Butter laid down in the former 
is it not set aside, and there is oombinatiqfq. of both ? 


1799 


ADHYAYA X, PADA IV, ADHIK ARANA (1). 

On these questions, we have the following Purvapakm—^‘ There should 
be exclusion of what is indicated by the General Law; i.e. the Upahoma 
and other details which are themselves directly laid down by the texts 
shotrld set aside those that come in only by the implications of the General 
Law. Further, all the details (directly laid down) bear the mark of being 
themselves ‘ Archetypes ’, — such marks, for instance, as are indicated by the 
injunctive terms (A) \iuhoti\ (B) ‘nimtah pracMranti^ and (C) ‘dshayet\ 
Just as, in accordance with the injunction ‘The Reed is the grass used’ 
sets aside the Kmha [so should it be in the cases in question J.” 

In answer to the above, -we have the following Siddhanta .-—There is to 

be no exclusion, there should be combination Why so ? '' —Because the 

signs of the Archetype are not preseni i—le. the Upahoma and the rest have 
no connection with any such effect as marks the Archetype. This con- 
nection is indicated in the following ways— (a) by direct declaration,— e.g, 

‘ The Charu is of Nlvara corn ’ Or (6) by enjoining a thing in the 
absence of something else,— e.g. ^ Juhu^d va ... . na bahu vadet 
madhvdshayet ghrtam vd ’ ; — (c) Or by modification, — e.g. ‘ Na^jptashchcmtr^ 
nakhavaputandm ’ [‘ Charu of rice unhusked by nails is fit for the NirrPis^] ; 
—(d) Or by words directly expressive of the thing itself,— e.g. ‘ Should tie 
the animal to the Paridhi ’ ; — (e) Or by prohibition, — e.g, ‘ One should not 
say gird gird, if one says gird gird, the XJdgdtr will swallow liim, therefore 
one should sing it by changing it into ird ird ’ i—(f) Or by means of some- 
thing else whereby one may feel that the purpose served by the Archetypal 
detail would be served. — ^Not one of these signs is present in the eases in 
question. But that does not lead to the exclusion of the details in question 
— on the ground that they come in only through the General Law while the 
others are enjoined directly ; becaxise there is exclusion only when there are 
signs of the Archetype present, not otherwise. 

Says the Opponent — “ It has just been pointed out that signs of the 
Archetype are actually present, in the form of the terms— (a) ' Juhoti* 
(b) ‘ Nivltdh pracharanti ’ and (c) ‘ Aahayet 

The answer to this is as follows :— (A) The Homas enjoined in the texts 
are other than the Homos of the Archetype ; and as the Homo is always for 
the purpose of a transcendental result, how could it bo known that tliis other 
Homa serves the same purpose as the Archetypal Homa ?— (B) Similarly 
the Upamta-mode serves a transcendental purpose ; how then could it be knovm 
that the Nimta serves the same purpose ?— (C) Similarly, the taking of food 
is for the purpose of sustaining life,— and it is known that this purpose is 
served by the eating of Honey and Clarified Butter.— Thus it is found tliat 
the signs of the Archetype are not present. 

The following argument may be brought forward — “The Upahoma^ 
are not distinct from the Archetypal Homas ,- all that the text in question 
does is to lay down new Mantras for use at the same Archetypal Homas.” 

This however is not true ; as therf is, no’ injunctive word in tlie text. 
The text oontaina the words Che offers the later oblations’), 

and after the sentence has been completed, there followfi the declaration of 
a Mantra, and there is no such expression as that ‘ one should offer 
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the oblations with this Mantra’; in fact, the sentences are distinct: 
‘ So’n'Kjuhoti ’ is a distinct sentence enjoining the Upahomas, and then come 
the totally different sentences — ‘ Agnaye svahd, KrttiMhhyah avaha etc.’, 
which are Mantra-texta ; Aim-ce it is clear that the re -mention of the Homas 
is not for the purpose of enjoining the new Mantras to be used at .them. 
For the enjoining of the Homa, there would be Direct Assertion (in the 
sentence ‘ So’nujuhoti’), and for the enjoining of thd" Mantra, there would 
be only Syntactical Connection ; — for this reason also the passage in question 
cannot be taken as enjoining the Mantras (to be used at the Archetypal 
Homas). Consequently, there should be combination (of both sets ot Homas). 
As a matter of fact, both sets come in through valid means of knowledge- — 
Direct Declaration is a trustworthy means of knowledge, and so also is the 
General Law ; and as the purposes served by them are totally different, 
there is no conflict between them (whereby one would set aside the other). 
Hence — just as the Fraydja and other details are not set aside (by the 
(UpaJhomas), so the Hdri^ahomas also shotxld not be set aside. — ^For these 
reasons we conclude that in all such cases the act in question shouM be an 
additional embellishment at the JSdype. 

SUTRA (2). 

WhEHB the SldKS OF THE AeOHBTYPE ABB PRESENT, THEBE SHOULD EE 
A MODmCATION, BBOATTSE OF THE PBOXIMITY OP THE 

Abohetypb. 

Bhd$ya. 

It has been argued that— “Just as in the case of the assertion ‘the 
grass used consists of reeds the Seeds set aside the Kasha, so should there 
be exclusion in the case in question also ’’.—The answer to this is as follows ; 
—In the case of the Reeds, it is only right that there should be eoackision, 
because in that case the signs of the Archetype are present, through the term 
‘ barhih ’ ‘'(‘ grass ’), — ^the sense being that the grass used may be such as) is 
tised at the Archetype (i.e. Kusha), or Heeds should be used in place of Grass. 
In the case in question, however, signs of the Archetype are not present; 
hence there is no analogy between the case in question and the case of grass. 


Or Sutra (2) may be taken as a distinct Adhikararyx as follows — 

Adhikaraha (2): The ^Kuaha-grasa^ is set aside J)y the 
^ Beed’-grass*, 

[By second interpretation of Sutra (2).] 

There is the followmg declaration — Hotnaraudram charum nirmpet 
krpfanam wxtm&m aibhicharaii* [wherein the performance of a malevolent. 
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Rite is laid down) ; in connection with this, we read—' The grass consists 
of Reeds’. In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the Kusha- 
Srrass excluded— or not ?— The Purmpah^a is that “there should be com- 
bmation of both, as both are eognjsed by trustworthy means of knowledge ” 
—In answer to this, we have the foUowing SiMhanta -.--Where the signs of 
the Archetype are present, there shovM be modification {Sutra 2). The sign of 
the Archetype is actually present here, in the shape of the term ‘ harUh ’ 
(* grass ’) ; hence the Archetypal accessory must be excluded. 


Or Sutra (2) may be explained as embodying the foUowing Adhilcaramir- 

Ad hik AR ANA (S) : At the ‘ Vdjajpeya^ the rumblings of the 
‘ Chariot ’ and of the ‘ Drum ’ set aside both the 
‘ Darbha ’ and the ‘ Mantra \ 

[By third interpretation of Sutra (2).] 

There is the Vafapeya sacrifice, laid down in the text— ‘ Desiring 
self-sovereignty, one should perform the Yajaplya sacrifice in the 
autunon ’ in connection with this sacrifice, we read—' Baikagho§ena 
mSMndraaya stotramupaharoti, dundubhigho§ei^ mahendraaya atotramupa- 
karoti ’ Starts the Mahendra hymn with the rumbling of the chariot, starts 
the Mahendra hymn with the rumbling of the drum At the Archetype, 
this starting of the Hynon is done ‘ with two blades of Kuaha-graas, with the 
Mantara, Vpavartadhmm\-~T\dB latter is indicated by the General Law as 
coming into the Vafapeya. 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Is the sound of the GhaHot- 
rumbling or drum-rumbling meant to exclude the Mcmtra (‘ Upavar- 
tadhvam ’), and the substance {Chariot) is to set aside the Kuaha-blades ? 
Or are both together meant to set aside both together ? 

The Purmpak^ on this question is as foUows: — “Inasmuch as both 
are sound, the rumblinga exclude the Mantra,— asid as both are substance, the 
std>^ance (Chariot) excludes the Kuaha-blades. — Obfecbion — * In the term 
rathaghoaa we have the Tatpuru^ compoimd, from which it foUows that the 
raOta (Chariot) is mentioned only as quaUfying the gho§a (rumbling), so 
that it is for the purpose of something else, and not for the purpose of any 
function of its own — Answer — W ords like those in question may also 
be taken as Dvandva ; in favour of which there is the following reason also : 
The Chariot will not have been mentioned for the purpose of something else; 

as in that case, the Direct Significance of the word would be abandoned, 
mid recourse would be had to indirect indication, — and the presence of the 
signs of the Archetype would be mihtated against hence we conclude 
that the RurhbUng excludes the Mcmtra and the substance excludes the Kusha- 
blades.” 

In answer to thi^, we have the foUowing Siddhdniai — Where the signs 
of the Archetype are presepi, there should be modifi<^ion {Sutra 2). As a 
26 
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matter of fact, the signs of the Archetype are present in both together, not 
one by -one ; what is spoken of is the ‘ roitogAosena ’ (‘ by the iranbling of 
the Chariot ’), not ‘rcUMna ghoserM cha* Chy the Choenot and by the 
mmhZiny ’) j— what marks the starting of the Hymn is the Rumhling guaZiJied 
by the Chariot while at the Archetype, what marks it are the Kusha-blades 
as also the Mantra. 

Ohjectionr-~-^^ It has just been pointed out that ' rathaghoqa ' may be 
a Dmndva compound.” 

That cannot be; as in that case there should be the Dual ending 
C rathagho§dbhyam’) ; while what we- actually jSnd is the Singular ending 
(‘ rathagho§erm ’) ; hence the mark must be one only\; and that is the rumb- 
ling ; and it is' with that term that the Instrumental ending appears. 

Objection — “ The Instrumental ending may be taken as appearing 
with the composite (made up of the roriiha and the gho§a).” 

That is not possible ; as no such composite is denoted by the word. 
Then again, if such a composite were spoken of, — then you would have 
admitted the fact of the exclusion being done hj both together, 

“ Certainly the Mantra ‘ Updmrtadhvcm’ (which is not in the singular 
number) does actually point to a composite.” 

No, we reply ; bemuse what the Mantra denotes is mere Updvartana 
(revolution) ; and certainly mere revolution is not the starting of the H3unn. 
Even if the said denotation were there, it would do the excluding. — ^Then 
again, that the starting should be done with the specified mark has been 
declared by Direct Assertion, while that it should be done with a Mantra 
is only indicated by the General Law ; and Direct Assertion is more authorita. 
tive than the implication of the General Law. 

Prom all this it follows that the Rumbling of the Chariot and the 
Rumbling of the Drum exclude both {thio Mantra and the Kusha-grass). 

■ “ What win be the use of this discussion ? ” 

If the Chariot does not qualify the rumbling, then a/ny rvrrMing, even 
apart from the Chariot, would mark the starting of the Hymn. 



Adhikara-NA (4) : At the ‘ Brhaspatisava ’ etc. the Cups 
dedicated to iTidra^Vdyu etc. are to he combined 
with those dedicated to Brhaspati. 

SUTRA (3). 

In all cases, theee shotjlu be declabatioh oe additional 
CUPS, as at the Abjdhetype. 

BJmsya. 

{a) In, connection with the BrJwspatimva, we read — * Barhaspaiyam 
graham grhncUi, vi^mtyarham graham gThttMi' [‘He takes up the cup 
dedicated to Brhaspaii, at the equinox he takes up the Arka cup’]. — (6) In 
connection with the Mahdvrceta, it is said ‘ Sh/uhragraham gfh'^i ’ [‘ Takes 
up the cup dedicated to Shuhra *]. — ^(c) In connection with the AshvarhSdha, 
it is said ‘ SatimrmxrdjaMbhydm mahirmrum grahau gfhrmti' [‘Takes up 
two Mah^man cups of gold and silver’]. — ^At the Archetypal sacrifice of 
which all these are eotypes, there are cups dedicated to Indra-Vdyu and other 
deities ; these latter .are indicated by the general Law as coining in at the 
said Ectypes {Brhaspatisavay etc.). 

There arises the question — Are these Archetypal Cups set aside by the 
Botypal ones ? Or, they are not excluded, — ^there is combination of both 
sets ? 

The Purvapakga is as follows ; — “ The Ectypal Cups are laid down directly 
by Vedic texts, while the Archetypal on^ come in only under the General 
Law ; the former therefore should set aside the latter ; specially as the 
sign of the Archetype is pr^ent in them, in the shape of the term ‘ cup 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta: — In every one of 
the cases cited, there should be additional caps t i.e. the Archetypal Cups 
should not be excluded. — “ Why so ? ’’ — ^Because both the sets are made 
known by trustworthy means of knowledge ; the General Law being a trust- 
worthy means of knowledge, and so also the Direct Assertion. — ^It might be 
argued that — “ the term ‘ cup ’ is the sign of the Archetype — ^That is not 
so ; if the term ‘ cup ’ were uttered and then an accessory detail w®re laid 
down, then, it would be the Archetypal Cups alone that would be modified 
by that accessoi^. If a non-Cup were enjoined (predicated) in connection with 
the Oup, then that non-Cup would serve the purposes of the Cup, and hence 
set aside the Archetypal Cup; as in the case of the assertion — ‘ The stake in 
the Threshing Yard is the Sacrificial Post ’ [where the purposes of the Post 
are served by the Stake, which therefore sets aside the Post]. — ^In the case 
in question, however, the term *graha^ ip totally different, signifying the 
act of holding, — ^in such sentences as; '‘ Holds tibie graha (Cup) named Arha 
‘ Holds the Cups named MaMmai^\ Here the act of Bolding enjoined 
is one that has not been previously ; — cor^equently the term ‘ grahg ', 
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SHABABA-BHlSYA : 


‘ cup % is not a sign of the Archetype. It is only when a number of things 
serve the same purpose thq,t there is option at exclusion', in the case in 
question, however, the Archetypal Cups do not serve the same purpose as 
the Ectypal ones. 

“But all the Cups serve the purpose of accomplishing the sacrifices, 
and in that sense they serve the same purpose.’* 

The answer to this is as follows •* — Towards the fulfilment of the saciifices, 
all the Cups help collectively ; singly, each of them cannot accomplish the 
sacrifices ; they are not related to the sacrifice severally — in the sense that 
' one should sacrifice with the Arka Cup ’, or ‘ one should sacrifice with the 
Shukra Cup ’ ; what happens is that the passage declaring the entire sacrificial 
procediue includes all these Cups, — and of these, those alone that are in 
close proximity ; — and in regard to proximity, there is no difference among 
the Cups ; hence the declaration of procedure includes aU the' Cups, Arche- 
typal as well as Ectypal; — as. in the case of the Archetype; i.e. in regaard 
to the Archetype, the holding of the Cups dedicated to InAs-a-Vayu has 
been enjoined, — and yet again the holding of the Cup dedicated to Mikrar 
Varuna is enjoined, — and the distinction between these lies in the trans- 
cendental embellishment, and in the dedication to different deities; that 
tliis is so is due to the fact that the effect produced by them is not per- 
ceptible ; for which reason it cannot be perceived that the former serves the 
same purposes as the latter. Then again, inasmuch -as all the Cups are 
included under the declaration of the entire sacrifieial procedure, it follows 
that there should be a combination of all, — ^not only with those dedicated 
to Mitra-Varuna and other deities, but also with the Amshu and the 
Adabhya, wliich latter are not mentioned in the same context.— -In the 
same manner there should be combination of aU at the Ectype also. 

Says the Opponent — “What we find is that the Cup is mentioned and 
then its qualification is laid down — e.g. ‘at the AshvamedJha, the Cups are 
ot gold and silver’.’’ 

The answer to this is as follows : — ^The two Cups herein mentioned (as 
being of gold and silver) are not those relating to the Archetype ; in fact, the 
Cup and tlie Action are distinct, in accordance with the jSiifra 2. 2. 22. 

Says the Opponent — “ In that case, in the present jnstance, the sentence 
‘ Hold the Bdrhaspaiya Cup ’ would come to serve the purpose of laying down 
the deity i Brhaepati).'* 

Ansvxr — By taking the Cup as the thing enjoined, we accept Direct 
Assertion, while if we take the Deity as the thing enjoined, we accept 
SyrkiacHcat Connection ; and Dire^. Assertion is always more anthoritative 
than SynfOAtical Connection. 

Says the Opponent — “ It would be as in the ease of ‘ Agneya ’ ; just as in 
the case of the sentence ‘ At the Agm$tut there are Agneya Cups it is the 
Deity that is taken to be the thing enjoined, — in the same manner, there 
would be injunction of the deity by the term ‘ bdrhaspatyam even though 
it ia in the Singular number,— as h6 significance attaches to the Number in 
such eases; for instance, in accordance with the sentence ^graham 
sammdr^U ’ (‘Washes the Gup\ where ‘ Cup *, ‘ Graham,^ is in the Singular 
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number), what to taken as laid down to the „t all m Cups ■ in the 

- ““ Deity of all 

■ rn"* “m*?.**^ fa that it has already been explained bv its beinn 
^mted out that Dnect Assertion is more authoritative (than ‘sj-nLS 
Conneefcion). MJor the sentence ‘ Igneyd groM bhavanti ’ {‘ The Cups are 

dS“\’ Connection to not inconsistent with 

Direct Assertion ; ^ in this c^e there is no such expression as • Aaniyam 
SrraAam (trAiadi ( Holds the IgnSya Onp ’) ; so tliat in this ease it to onlv 

Jwetto ““ “““Sh Syntactical 

Cunneetion, which is not inconsistent with Direct Assertion 

to ‘BarhAspalya Cup- (tto Cup dedicated 

to BiSoapal,,) is distmct from the Archetypal Cups, and is-eombined with 
thein. Just Sto at the Archetype,, in accordance with the sentence ' Holds 
the -Holds the Adabhya ’-these two things {Amshu and Adubhya), 

though not appearmg in the Context, are oombined with those that do 
appear in the Context,— so in the ease in question, the Ectvpal Cups should 
be combined (with the Archetypal ones). 


SUTRA (4). . 

Also because there are instances of syntactical unification 
.WITH additional FACTORS. 

For the following reason also we conclude that there should be com- 
bination.— “ For what reason ? ’’—There is the case of the ‘Wine-cups’ 
where there is syntactical unification with the Wine-cupa which are, beyond 
doubt, additional factors.— “ How so ? ’’—The passage i8—‘Saptadaaha 
ete grahd grhyavie, dvaye prajdpatyafy, Somagrahdh surdgraMaheha ' 
[‘ Seventeen cups are held up, two sets are dedicated to Prajdpati, the 
Soma-cups and the Wine-cups’]; here the ‘Wine-cups’ are clearly 
additional, and in regard to these the ‘holding’ is enjoined (in this 
passage), not merely refet-red to the word ^ Qrhyante (‘are held’), 
even though mentioned once, is connected with the Soma-cups also ; hence 
there is no doubt that here we have a distinct injunction of the Cups ; and 
it may be the same in other cases also. 


SUTRA (5). 

Also because we -indicative texts. 

Bh^a, 

An indicative text also poiat^ i<y-thh same conclusion — “ What is that 
text ? ‘ Viranyo vd esa yajrkekrdtiJj. \yad vdjapeya ativa hyagni^fomam 
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SHABABA-BHl^YA .* 

krdnuiiyuI:^yamcai§o4asMmm ndtirdtramapnoti ’ ; the term ‘ mraxf>ya ’ 
stands for ‘extensive’s for when it is said ' virat^ydni arari,ydni\ it is 
understood that ‘ the forests are extensive %--It is only when there is com^ 
bination that there can be this ‘extensiveness ’ ; it would not be possible 
if there were exclusion of anything. Epom this also it follows that there 
should be combination (of the two sets of Oups). 


Adhikaeai^a ( 5 ): _A« Oie ‘ Vaja^eya’, the ‘ animals dedi- 
caUd to Pra:iapaU ’ are to be combined with the 
‘ sacrificial animals 


SUTRA (6). 


In the case o? the ‘ anuials dedicated to PbajapatU also • 
BECAUSE OF THE DECLARATION. 


BMsya. 


There is the Vajapiya sacrifice, laid down in the text—* Desirine 
seH-sovereignty, one should periorm the rajapSya sacrifice'; at 
this saenfloe there are animals dedicated to Prajapati as declared in the 
, text.- One should sacrifice seventeen animals dedicated to PrmSpati’ — 
At the Archetypal sacrifice, there are certain ‘Sacrificial animals’ (ihe 
Agwya and the rest) ; and these are indicated by the General Law as cominE 
into the Fajapeya.-Henoe there arises the question-Are the SacriikU 
ammois excluded by the ‘animals dedicated to Pmjapati' ! Or are they 
combined with them ? ^ 

■The Purmpah§a m that “the animals dedicated to Pmjapati have been 
directly enjoined (as to be sacrificed at the Vajapeya), and as such should 
exclude the Sacrificial animals which are only indicated by the General 
Law.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta :~~In the case of the 
‘ aninmls dedicated to Prajapati ’ also, there should be combination —the 
particle ‘ cha ’ signifies the connection of the present Sutra with the con- 
elusion of the preceding Adhikarana.-Hhi, ‘ Sacrificial animals ’ axe spoken 
text— ‘ Brahmavddino vadartii ndgni§tomo nokihyo na 
§o4asU- natiratra iti ; atha kasmad vajapeyena sarve yajhakratavo^varu- 
dhyante,~pashuhUritl bruyat, yaddgneyam pashumdlahhate agnistome tend^- 
varundhe, aindragnenokthyam, avndreim ?o<hshinam, sdrasmtyd atirdtramf 
marutya hrhatstotram, etdvanto mi yajMkraiavah, tan pashubUramrundU 
[‘ Teachers of Brahman teach as follow^[At the 7djaplya-\ there is neither 
Agmstoma, nor Ukthya, nor Sodashin, nor Atirdtra j— if it is asked how all 
sacrificial performances axe included under the Vajapeya, the answer should 
ha~Through the animals ; when one sacrifices the animal dedicated to Agni, 
thereby he takes in the Agni^foma j by the animal dedicated to Indra-Agni, 
he takes in the UUhya^, by the animal dedicated to Indra, he takes in the 
Sodashin ; by the animal dedica^; to Sarasmti, he takes in the Atirdtra ; 
by the animal dedicated to the Mamts, he takes in the Brhatataira only 
so many are the sacrificial perfomamp, these become taken in by the Vdja- 
^peya, through the animate -dearly shows that there should be 

combination. ' * ' 
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“ Whafc you have put forward is only an indicative text ; what is the 
reason ? ” 

The reason lies in (he absence of the signs of the Archetype. 

“But the term ‘animal’ is a sign of the Archetype.” 

Not so, we reply. In the text in question it is not the Deity that is 
enjoined (predicated) with reference to the animal ; because what is declared 
is the number ; hence from the declaration of the Number and the Deity, 
it follows that it is a distinct act that is spoken of here, in accordance with 
the prineipleTaid down under jSiitra 2. 2. 21. 

From all this it follows that as in the ease of the Cups, so in that of the 
amjnaZs also, there should be combination of both sets. 



ADHiKABAisrA (6) : At the ^Sahgm}han%-Isti^\ the ‘ Ann- 
yajas ’ should he combined with the \Amanahomas \ 

StJTEA (7). 

In the case oe ‘ Amafa ’ also ; because we find indicatwe 
- texts. 

Ehdsya. 

There is the Sangrahani-Isti, laid down in the test-— ‘ Desiting a village, 
•one should offer the Sangrahani to the Vlfihvedevas\ In connection with 
this, we read — ‘He pours tliree oblations with the Mantra, AmamTmsyu 
devah \ — ’At the Archetype, there are tliree Anuydjas ; and these are 
admissible at the Sdngrahard, under the General Law^ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Are the Ariuydjas to bo 
set aside by the Amana-komas ? Or are the two sets to be cottibined ? 

. The Purvapakaa is as follows: — “The Amana-homas, being directly 
enjoined, should set aside the Anuydjas, w'hich can come in only by implica- 
tion (through the General Law) ; also because there is present the nuinber 
^ three ’ which is a sign of the Archetype," 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta In the case of the 
Amana, there should be combination.— “ Why ? ” — Because a text clearly 
indicates thi.s : The text is — ‘ Bahirdtmd vai praydjdnuydja dtmd devatd yat 
pmydjdnuydjdndm puraatadvd upan§tddvd jvhuydt, bahirdtmdnam eajdtd- 
ndmddadhUa, atha yam madhyaio juhoti 7nadhyata eva aajdtdndrndtmdnaw. 
•dhatte ’ •; — this clearly shows that the Anuydjas are not to be excluded. — 
“ But the mxmber ‘ three ’ is there as the sign of the Archetype ”. — Not so, 
we reply ; it is not possible for any accessory to be enjoined with reference 
to a mere number ; because there is nothing to which some sort of number 
does not belong. Hence the mere number cannot be regarded as a sign of 
the Archetype. 

“ You have pointed out an indicative text ; please point out some 
direct authority for it." 

Answer — ^The presence of the oblation is stated by Direct Assertion 
in the text ‘ Pours the oblations ’ ; the Manira to be used is indicated by 
Syntactical Connection ; and the mention of the number ‘ three ’ comes in 
as a mere reference ; so that wliat are enjoined by the text in question are 
distinct sacrifices with a definite niiraber and a definite Mantra ; and as all 
these are vouched for by trustworthy means of knowledge, it is only right 
that these should be combing. 


Adhikara^ta (7) : At the ^ Mah^avrata^ there should he 
combiTiation of the ‘ Upagdna {Music) of the Ladies ’ 

' with the ^ Music of the Priests". 

StJTRA (8). 

[^bvapak§a] — “ In the case oe * Upagana it should be as in the 
CASE' OE THE ‘ Reed because the sign oe the 
Aechetypb is pbesent.” 



In connection with the Mahdvrata, we read — ‘ Patnya upagdyanti, 
pichchholdbhimpagdyanti, Kdndamnddihhirupagdyanti, dpdtalikdbhirupa- 
gdyant'P The I^adies set up the music, etc. etc.] ; — at the Archetype, ‘ the 
Priests set up the music ’ ; — and this music of the Priests ’ becomes 
admissible in the Mahdvrata by virtue of the General Law. 

N'ow there arises the , question-^When the Ladies set up the music, 
do* they set aside the Priests setting up the music ? — Or not ? 

The first point to be considered is — ^Does this ‘upagana^ (‘Mxxsic’) 
here .stand for the song-music (vocal music) or for the instruments rmusic 
(instrumental music) ? — Then also there is a further question— Does ‘ song- 
music ’ stand for the music of the song, or for the song itself constituting the 
rmtsic ? . ■ 

The Purvapak^a view on the main question is as follows : — “ What comes 
from the Archetype is set aside ; hence we explain the term ‘ song-music ’ 
as the music of the song ; ■«^hen the Ladies sing, they Swell the music of the 
singers ; the singing is already known as coming from the Archetype, it is 
only the swelling of tfie music that is laid do-wn by the text in question (in 
connection with the Ectype) as denoted by the prefix (‘upa’ in the verb 
‘ XJpagdyantV), hence the term ‘ song-m'usic ’ stands for the music of the song. 
— Or the song itself may be taken as the * music ’ ; the term ‘ singing ’ is 
well known as meaning the singing by the mouth ; hence the song itself is meant 
to be the ‘music * here ; or, as shown before, it may mean the music of the song. 
Whichever of these two views be accepted, in either case, the Ladies do the 
work of the Priests ; hence, on accamt of the presence of the sign of the Arche- 
type, what is laid down directly sets aside what comes in through the General 
Law ; — as in the case of the Peed ; just as in the case of the text ‘ the grass 
consists of Reeds ’, the Keeds, being directly laid down, set aside the Kusha- 
grass, which can come in only through the General Law ; — so should it be in 
the case in question also.” 
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SUTRA (9). 


[Siddhanta] — In i’act, on accodiSt os' supERixtroirsNESS, it 

SHOTTLD BE ADDITIONAL. 


The particle * tu ’ ,1‘ in fact ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. ■ - ' . 

There is to be no exclusion ; there should be combination. Hence 
we offer the following explanation— the music meant is that of the instru- 
ments; at the sacrifice in question there are several musical instruments, as 
described in the texts ‘ Drums are rumbling on all sides, etc. etc. ’ ; and the 
music of these instruments is the ‘music of the instruments’. — ^How so ?— 
The conjugational ending directly connotes the presence of what is denoted 
by the verbal root ; — and what is denoted by the prefix is farther off, and 
hence weaker in its application. Hence the injunction of the presence of 
what is denoted by the prefix is set aside by the injunction of the presence 
of what is denoted by the verbal root. — Or, the instrument itself may be 
regarded as meant by ‘music’ here; what the text says is — ‘The Ladies 
set up the music, they set up the music with the Kanda-vli^d and other 
instruments’ ; so that the music (Upagdna) that is set up is that of the 
Kdn4a-vi-^ and other instruments. As a matter of fact, the term ‘ gdna ’ 
(lit. singing) is often applied to the music of the stringed instruments ; hence 
the music meant here by ‘ Upagana ’ is that of the instruments. This term 
* music of the instruments ’ may mean the music produced by the instruments 
or the music in the form of the instruments themselves ; in either case, this 
Upagdna is something different from what is done at the Archetype. Hence 
there should be combination of both. — “ Why ? ” — Because of superfluous- 
ness; i.e. in this way the General Law does not become superfluous,— i.e. 
it becomes honoured. 

From all this we conclude that there should be corabinatiop in the 
case in question. 




Adhikaeafa (8) : At the ‘ AhjaTtabhyanjarm ’ sacrifice, the 
‘ anointing with Butter ’ sho^dd be combined with 
the ^anointing with Gum-resin^. 

SUTRA (10). 

At the embellishment also [thebe should be combination] ; . 

BECAUSE OF THE CONNECTION OF ANOTHEE. 

BM§ya. 

There is the Anjan&bhyanjana-sacrifice lasting for forty -nine days; in 
that connection, we read — ‘ At the morning-extraction, they anoint 
and re-anoint with gum-resin, at the midday-extraction, with the re^ of 
the PUu-tvQQ, at the third extraction, with perfumes — At the Archetype, 
the anointing is done with BvMer ; and this becomes admissible at the 
sacrifice in question, under the General Law. 

There then arises this question— -Is this latter ‘re-anointing with 
Butter * set aside by the anointing with substances laid down in connection 
with the Eetype t — Or not ? . 

The Purvapak?a is as follows “ Inasmuch as in connection with the 
Eetype, the anointing and re-anointing with the substances there men- 
tioned have been laid down directly by. the text, — and as the saga of the 
Archetype is present,— there must be exektsion. — Objection — ‘ At the SaMm, 
the anointing and re-anointing are done at the time of the extraction, — 
at the Archetype, the re-anointing with Butter is done at the time of the 
Initiation; — ^thus the two appearing at different times, and serving two 
distinct purposes, there can be no exclusion ^ Answer — ^As in the case of 
the Praydja, so here also, though appearing at different times, the two 
must be regarded as serving the same purpose ; the time alone is different, 
the act remains the same ; for instance, when it is said * Ti^flumtam ‘pashum 
prayajarUi the Praydjas that are performed while the animal is standing are 
found to serve the same pxirpose as at the Arcjhetype ; similarly should it 
bn in the case in question also.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — ^At the embellish- 
ment. of anointing and re-anointing, there should be combination with 
the Archetypal detail. — ” Why 7 ” — Because of the connection of (mother ; it 
appears at a different time, and serv^ anothw purpose. By so doing, we 
shall be honouring the General Law, — ^Prom all this we conchjde that there 
shoxtld bo combination. 
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SUTRA (11). 


It shoulb be like the PbayIja ”, ip this is brgeb 
[then the answer is as in the next Sutra]. 


TirS.s Eirgument has been pnt forward by the Purmpaksin 
be retatod [and this is done in the following Sutra ] — ■ 


SUTRA (12), 


because the purpose served is different. 


It cannot be as in. the case of the Pm^dya.-— “ Why ? ” — Because the 
purpose served is different ; at first the Butter is used for the anointing for 
the purpose of securing easy movement; after the proceedings have begun, 
later on, at the time of extraction, there is re-anointing with guna-resin ; 
and this is clearly seen to serve the purpose of removing roughness; 
and thus, as serving an entirely distinct pinpo.se, it cannot set aside the 
former Archetypal anointment with Butter. 


Adhikarana (9) I At thr6 * > fhcTB %s cowhifM'" 

tion of the ‘ New cloth ’ with the ‘ Tarya\ {Butter- , 
besprinkled Blanket). 

SINTRA (IS). 

[POrva-pak^a]—'' Inasmuch as both serve the same rurposb,— as 

EECAEDS THE DRESS, THERE SHOUED. BE MODIFICATION OF WHAT 

IS t,att> down in connection with the Archetype.” 

Ehasya. 

In. connection with the Mahdvrata we read — ‘ The Sacrificer puts on 
the Butter-besprinkled Blanket, and the I^y puts on the Kusha-cloth'* . 
— at the Archetype ‘ he puts on unworn (new) cloth ’ ; and this latter becomes 
admissible at the Mahdvrata under the General Law. 

Thus there arises the question — ^Is the ‘ new cloth ’ to be excluded or 
not ? 

The PurmpaJc^a is as follows In regard to the dress there should be 
modification of what has been laid down in connection with the Archetype.^ 
Why ? — Because they serve the same purpose ; there is the same purpose 
of covering the loin -slip that is meant to be served by what has been laid 
down in connection with the Archetype, as also by what has been laid down 
in connection with the Ectype ; — and at the Archetype, as well as at the 
Eotype, it is this covering that is done. Hence what comes in by virtue of 
the General Law should be set aside by what has been laid down directly 
by a text.” . 

SCTRA (14). 

[SiDDhInTA]— -In reality, it toULD be an addition ; BEOAUgS the 
PURPOSES SERVED ABE DlFFEKEaiTT. 

Bhd^a. 

The term ‘ ’ (‘in reality *) implies the rejection of the view set forth 

■above. 

It should he an addition ; what is laid down in connection with the 
Eotype should be in addition to the Cloth laid down in connection with the 
Archetype. — “ Why ? ’’-r-BecaTise one thing sets aside the other when, 
without setting aside this latter, it cannot come in,; that which can come in 
without setting aside the other, does ’not set aside this latter; if that were 
to set it aside, then it would 1^ rejecting what is indicated by the General 
Law, even when this latter is not inconsistent or incompatible. 

Objection — “ But the word * puts on ’ is used in the sense of covering 
the loin-slip ; so that the purpose served in both cases cannot be different.” 
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Answer— It is not so ; the word ‘ puts on ’ is used in connection with 
the upper garment also ; for instance, it is said ‘ he puts on the blanket ’, 
‘ he puts on the skin of the Ruru^deer ’ ; in fact the etymological meaning 
of the word (puts on) is ‘wears all round’. From this it 

follows that there should be no exclusion of the ‘ new cloth ’, —there should 
be combination of both (‘ new cloth ’ and ‘ butter -besprinkled blanket ’). 

SUTRA (15). 

There is a text also that indicates the said combination. 

Bhdsya. 

By using the term ‘ cloth ’ (‘ vasas ’) in the plural in the following texts, 
it is indicated that there should be combination of both— (a) ‘ Vasamsi 
vdrahi chopdnahau vimunchati’, — -(b) ‘ Kr$^vi0i^yd vdsdmsi vibhram- 
sayati, tato*dhmryuh paridhatte\ — ^From this also we conclude that there 
is to be no exclusion, there should be combination. 



' Adhikab-a:^a (10) : M the ‘ Mahmrata ’ iMe ‘ ShUM ' amd^ 

. other Samans are to be combined with ike ‘ BathanMra * 
and other Bdmam. 

SUTRA (16). 

In the CAsm of Samaks, it SHOiriiD b® unbsestoob that theee is. 

TO BE NO MOBIMGATION, BECAUSE OF TiHB MENTION OF ENTIBELY 
DIFFEBENT THINGS. 

Bhdsya. 

In coimeetion with the Mahavrata, we read — ‘ SMoMna purastaf sadmah 
stiivate, anusMokena pmhchai sadasah, kraurkMna chAtiMamamh^nianah '^ 
[‘ He singa the SMoka-mman before the Assembly,— the Anmhloka-sdman 
foehiiid. the Assembly, — and with the Krauncfm-aaman, while looking at the 
hole in the ground — At the ALrehetype, there are other Sdmam, which 
also are admissible at the Mahavrata by virtue of the General Law. 

Thus there arises the question— Is there to be excliMon of the Arche- 
typal S&mans ? Or is there to be no exclusion, there is to be combination ? 

The Purmpak§a view is as follows : — “ Iruasmuch as the sign of the 
Archetype is present, in the aliape of the word ' sium^' (‘sings’), and it 
has been directly declared, — ^the Archetypal Sdmana should be excluded* 
Just as in the case of the assertion — * Kautaam bhavati, Kdnmm hhavatif 
V aahi^tlkaaya jan'itre hhavcdahy ShtiddhdahuddMye bkavataJk, Bfmrgayaahdst 
bhavcUah, Kraunchdni bhamrUi when all these are directly laid down, those 
that could- have come in by virttie of the General Law become excluded, — 
so should it be in the case in question also.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhankt: — In the case of 
Sdmans, — such as are prescribed in such texts as ‘ They sing the SMokasmimn 
before the Assembly — ^being directly laid down, it ahovM be understood 
that there should be no modification — of the Archetypal Sdmans. — “ Why ? ” — 
Because of the mention of entvrdy di^erent things i — ^i,e. in the sentences 
*They sing before the Asmmkly* and the like, we find the Sdman mentioned 
as connected with an entirely different thing. When one word is con- 
nected with another as its quaUficatioh, it cannot become connected with 
any other word^ so long aa it remains mentioned only oncej — e.g. in the 
expression ‘ Bharyd rdjnoih puru§o demdaUaaya *, if ‘ rdjnaJi ’ is taken as 
uttered to qualify ‘ bharyd then it cannot be connected again with the 
term ' pttrti^h\ Similarly, 1- when a thing has been connected with the- 
sentence * pwrastdi aadmafi, sUmM it cannot be connected again with the 
sentence ‘ SMoiUna stuvate^.— If it is the presence of the place of the Stuti 
that is taken to be enjoined (by tiie sentence), — and the mention of "Shloha' 
is only by way of referencst — then, in that case, the whole could be 
taken as one sentence (syntactically connected). But if the presence of th^ 
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place has been enjoined, then the sentence is already complete ; and in that 
case ‘ Shlokena cha ■ (‘ With the sMoka-sdman ’) has got to bo enjoined ; and 
for this purpose the injunctive affix has to be brought into the mind;—- f 

and for bringing it into the mind, it should be pronoimced ; — but as a matter 
of fact, we do not find it so pronounced ; hence either it should be assumed, 
even though not pronounced,— or the pronouncing also should be assumed ; 
and if this were assumed, it would be contrary to the actual words of the ■ 

text.— Hence we conclude that the above explanation is not possible. — ^What 
then ? — ^What is enjoined by Direct Assertion is the Stuti as qualified by the i 

place {before the Assetnbly) and the Sdman shhka ' ) and when one con- 
nection of the things ha& been enjoined and the sentence completed,— it 
cannot be necessary to assume another Syntactical Connection ; so that s 

when the Stuti qualified by two qualifications has been enjoined by Direct i 

Assertion, then the Syntactical Connection has become complete, — and it is i 

not necessary to assume any other Syntactical Connection, — for which purpose i 

it could be pronounced twice. — From all this we conclude that the sentence | 

in question lays down an additional Stvii and the Archetypal Stuti does not 
become excluded. 

StJTRA (17). 

When aot other thing is not spoken of, there is modification 
OF THE Archetypal detail, because it is subsidiary. 

Bha^ya. 

It lias been argued that .the Archetypal detail is excluded in the case 
of such sentences as ‘ Kautaam bhamti, etc. etc.’, — This has to be refuted ; 
this refutation is as follows : — ^In the instance cited, it is only right that the 
Archetypal detail is excluded ; because in this any other thing is not found 
mentioned, — what is found mentioned is subsidiary to the Archetypal detail, 

— hence it is only natural that the Archetypal detail should be set aside by f 

the Ectypal detail which is directly laid dovm. — In the case in question | 

however, another thing is formd mentioned; hence in order to avoid i 

syntactical split, there should he no exclusion of the Archetypal detail, as has | 

been explained above. I 



Or, Sittra (17) may be explained as embodying the following separate 
Adhikaranor^ 


Adhikaban A (11): In some Ectypes, the Archetypal Sdmans 
are excluded hy ‘ Kavtsa * and other Sdmans, 

n ; ^ ^ ii I ' -i .-i 'i i , 

Somewhere we read — ‘ Kauiaam bh^poH . . . . : Krauhchdni bhavavdi'-, 
where so. many distinct Sdmam are. as coming in; in connection 


Isis 


SHABi^A-BHlSYA : 


at the Eetype also, in accordance with the General Law,— The question then 
arises— Are 'these latter excluded, or not ?— The Purvapahm is as follows— 
“ There is no exclusion, there is* combination.— Why ? — Because all that is 
enjoined in the sentence in question is mere Soman, and there is no sign of 
the Archetype in the form of the word ‘ stuvate ’ ; hence there should be 
combination.” 

In answer to this we have the following ; — 

SUTRA (17). 

In ebality, when any othee thing is not spoken of, theke is 

MODIFIOATION OF THE AeCHETYPAL DETAIL, BECAUSE 
IT IS A SUBSIDIARY. 



The term ‘tu' (‘ in reality ’) implies- the rejection of the above view.— 
Even when another thing is not mentioned, there should be modification of 
the Archetypal detail ; because at the Archetype the Sarmn is a subsidiary ; 
— and the text in question also mentions a Sdman ; — Whence by virtue of the 
common character "of ‘ Sdman the latter can very well be used for the 
purposes for which the Sdman is used (at the Archetype). For instance, 
when it is said — ‘ Here are Curds, Clarified Butter, Vegetables, and Rice, — 
feed Devadatta, — and like Devadatta, feed Yajnadatta also, with oils — 
though it is not said in so many words that the oil is to be used for lubricat- 
ing the food, yet it is for that purpose alone that the oil is used, because 
it is capable of doing that only ; — ^in the same manner, even though it has 
not been, said in so many words that the Rk- verse is to be embellished 
by the Sdma-music, yet the only purpose that the Sdman is capable of 
serving, and for serving which it is used, is the embellishing of the Pk-verse. 


Adhikarana (12): The ^ Kautsa' and other Sdmans 
exclude the Archetypal Sdmans in a restricted 
manner, 

SUTRA (18), 

[PtisvAP^SA] — “ (Thebe should be exclusion) of all; because 

THEBE IS NO DISTINCTION,” 

BMsya. 

Somewliere w© read — ‘ Kautsam bhavati — Kanvam h'havati~VasM^- 
thasya janitre hhavatah — ShvddhmhiiddMye hhavatah, — BMrgayaahasi 
bhavatah — Kraunchani bhavanti — ^In connectioa with the Archetype, there 
are other Sdmans, which are indicated by the General Law as finding place 
in the Eotyp© also. — ^W© have understood that the former set of ^ Kautm, 
etc.’ set aside the Archetypal Sdmans. 

Now there arises the question — ^Do all the Ectypal details set aside 
all the Archetypal ones ? Or is it that one out of the Ectypal Sdmans 
sets aside one Archetypal Sdman and two Ectypal Sdmans shall exclude 
two of the Archetypal ones and more than three (several) Ectypal ones shall 
exclude more than two Archetypal ones ? 

The PurvapaJc?a is as follows; — “All exclude all— Why ? — Because 
there is no distinction ; there is no peculiarity whereby it could be understood 
that ‘ this excludes that, nothing else Hence we conclude that all exclude 
all.” 

S^RA (19). 

[Siddhanta] — In beality, thebe is exclusion of one only (by one) ; 

BECAUSE of the FOBCE OF THE VeDIC TEXT ; AND THEBE IS NO 
modification of the (best of the) Abchetypal ones. 

BMsya. 

It is not true that all Ectypal Sdmans exclude all Archetypal ones ; 
in fact, one excludes one, two exclude two, and several (more than two) 
exclude several. — Why ? — Because oj the J or ce oj the Vedic text : In the c'ase 
of the clauses ‘ Kautsam bhavati % ‘ Kanvam bhavati ’ (in each of which 
only one Sdman is mentioned), each of these texts, having brought about 
each of the Archetypal ones, has its purpose fulfilled and thereby it 
proves its utility ; — ^in the case of thehl^uses * Vashisthasya janitre bhamtah \ 
‘ ShuddhdshuddMye bhavatcdv and BhStrgayashasi hhavatah ’ (each of which 
speaks of two Sdmans), when eak^^fof these couples has excluded two 
of the Archetypal Sdmans, its force has^een duly fulfilled ; — and lastly, in the 
case of the clause ‘ Krawhchdm pJic^nti * (where a plurality of Sdmans is 


spoken of), this text has its force duly fulfilled by the exclusion of three 
Archetypal jSajnow by three of those spoken of, — If on the mention of one, 
only one is excluded, then the number of the Eotypal Samans becomes 
equal in number to the number that has been admitted at the Archetype, 

“ What would be the effect of this ? ” 

The effect would be this that there would be no modification of the 
rest of the Archetypal ones ; — ^i.e. the rest of the Archetypal Sdmam would 
be admitted (at the Ectype), and to that extent, the General Law would 
be obeyed. — ^From all this it follows that one excludes one, two exclude two, 
and many exclude many. 




Adhikaraha (13): (a) At sacrifices where the ^ Stomas^ 
are augmented, the Archetypal Sdman is not excluded ; 

( 6 ) At those where the ''Stomas^ are not 
augmented the A rchetypal Sdman is 
excluded, 

SUTRA (20). 

Where there is augmentation oe ‘ Stoma there - should be 
ACCRETION (combination) ; WHERE THERE IS NO INCREASE (OE 
‘Stoma’) there should be modieication oe the 
THING ; specially BECAUSE THE OTHER HAS 
NOT BEEN ASSERTED. 


There are certain sacrifices at which the Stomas are augmented, and 
there are some a-t which the Stomas are not augmented ; — ^these have been 
mentioned in the following text — ‘With twenty-one Atiratras one should 
sacrifice for one desiring offspring ; with twenty -seven, for one who desires 
energy ; with thirty -three, for one who desires a good standing ’ ; and again, 
‘ There are thirty -two Pavamanas at the AbhisBchanlya ’ ; — ‘ There are nine 
Rdjaadmans, eleven Bdjasdmans, two Balaughashravas, two Vashi^tha's 
Janitras, — ^these they call Sdhampravedanas, the Shxiddhdshitddhl, and 
both the Samshravopapccda' i again, ‘In the Rathafmvirdhdna, of the Pundfy- 
stoma sacrifice’, also ‘the Apachitivatis of the Punahstoma sacrifice’; ‘the 
middle Savana of the Punahstoma has been declared to be twelve; at the 
other two Savanas, the number of Stomas should be nineteen — ^In all this. 



in some cases we find the Archetypal number of Stomas augmented, while 
in others it is reduced. 

Now, there arises the question— -When there is augmentation or reduc- 
tion at the.Ectype, do the Archetypal Sdmans become excluded ? Or are 
they excluded where there is reduction, and not excluded where there is 
augmentation? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows — “ In both eases there is to be exclusion 
(of the Archetypal Sdmans) ; because what is admissible only by virtue of 
the General Law is always set aside by what has been directly laid down ; 
and it is only when the new Sdmans would come in that their existence 
would be justified.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhmta ; — Where there is 
augmentation of Stoma, there should be r^o exelixsion, but accretion (combina- 
tion). — “Why ? ” — ^It is gbihg tb be e^teined under Sutra 10. 5, 23, that 
the number of Sdmans is made |>y ^trodudng additional Sdmam ; — 'in 
this way the General Law- woicdd be followed,' — Where, on the other hand. 



there is no augmentation, the iirehetypal Samans should be excluded ; 
that much of the Archetypal Samans should be excluded whose exclusion 
would make up the requisite number, and the rest should be those same that 
are connected with the Archetype. — “ Why ? ” — Because the other has not 
been asserted i the other is not found to be laid down ; i.e. it is not laid down 
that ‘ there must be introduction of new Samans ’, all that is laid down is 
the number (of the Samans to be used). — ^From all this it follows that in 
cases where there is augmentation of Stomas, there is no exclusion of the 
Archetypal Soman, while in cases where there is reduction of Stomas, imt so 
many may be excluded as may be necessary. — ^As for the argument that 
“ the existence of the Samans would be justified we may let the drsa 
(the Smrti-TxxlQ) be set aside by the General Law ; what is laid down in the 
Smrti is a" mere subsidiary in general, while what comes in by the General 
Law is a particular subsidiary. [Bead — ‘ 6unamatramdr§am, vishi§ia- 
guijashch^Jcah ’, as in manuscript O.] 





ApurKARAijrA (14): The ^ avdpa^ {Inclusion) and ^ud- 
vdpa^ {Exclusion) of the Sdmam pertainmg to the 
sacrifices with augmented and reduced ‘ Stomas ’ 
is to be done in the Pavamdna-hymn. 

SUTRA (21). 

They MiTST be in the ‘ PavamIna as it is theeein that 

‘ INCLUSION ’ AND ‘ EXCLUSION ’ AKE BOUND (MENTIONED). 

Bhdsya. 


The subject-me-tter of enquiry here are those sacrifices in -which there 
is an augmentation of Stomas, as also those in which there is a reduction 
of them, — those same that have been dealt with in the foregoing Adhiharami. 
In connection with them we have understood that there is non-exclusion 
(of the Archetypal Sdmans) in those sacrifices in -which there is an augmenta- 
tion of Stomas, and there is exclusion of them in those in which there is 
reduction of Stomas. 

Now there arises the question— Are the said ‘ inclusion ’ and ‘ ex- 
clusion’ to be done to any hymn one chooses ? Or should they be done in 
the Pavamana hymn only ? 

The Purvapah^a is that — “ Inasmuch as there is no ground for making 
a discrimination, they may be done anywhere one chooses.” 

In answer to this, we have the following .Siddhanta : — The ‘ inclusion ’ 
and ‘ exclusion ’ should be done in the Pavamana, — ^Why ? — Because it is 
in this that they are found mentioned, in the following text — ‘ There are 
three bellies of the Sacrifice — the Sdyatri, the Brhatl and the Anv^pu/p, it is 
in these that they include and exclude ’ [and these metres are found in 
the Pavamana hymn only]. 

Objection — “ This is a mere indication, point to some direct reason.” 

The answer is as follow.s — 


SOTRA (22). 


Thebe abe texts alone (put eoewabd), because the subject is 

SOMETHING NEW. 

' ' , - BM<pja, 

i ^ ’ S „ V " . 

It is because there is no reason lor argw-nent) that we are putting for- 
ward texts only. 

For these reasons we conclude that the ‘ inclusion ’ and ‘ exclusion ’ 
are to be done in the Pavamdna hymn -only; , 



Adhikabana. (15) : . In connection with sacrifice^^ the Deity 
must he indicated by means of that name which occurs 
in the Injunction of the Sacrifice. 


SUTRA (23), 

In the matter of the Mantra' (indicating the Deity), it should 

BE DONE BY MEANS OF THE TERM THAT IS CONTAINED IN THE 

Injunction ; as -it is by that term that there 

HAS BEEN INJUNCTION. 

Bhdsya. 

There are the Darslw-Furtjamasa sacrifices, laid down in the text — 
‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the Daraha-Pun^mdsa sacrifices ’ ; in 
connection therewith, we read-—' On the Moonless and Full-moon days, 
one may not fail in offering a cake baked upon eight pans, dedicated to 
Agni ’.—Of this deity Agni, there are several names — ‘ Agni \ * Shnchi % 
‘Pdvaka', DhumakUti' ^ Krahdnu', ' Vaiahvanara', ‘ Shdn^lya* and so 
forth. 

There arises the following question — In the Mantra-texts indicating the 
deity (Agni), should the Deity be mentioned by any one of its several names ? 
Or only by that one name ‘ Agni ’ which occurs in the injunction of the 
offering ? 

The Purvapakaa is as follows : — “ It may be mentioned by any one of 
the names. — ^Why ? — Because all that is meant to be conveyed is the idea 
of the deity Agni ; i.e, the Oake has to be connected with the deity Agni ; — 
the Deity is to be one that is A^i ; — ^it is Agni who is to be referred to at 
the time of making the offering ; — ^now this Deity should be mentioned by 
a word that may be capable of signifying it ; — any one of the several names 
is oaipable of signifying the Deity hence we conclude that in the Mantra- 
texts speaking of the Deity, it may be mentioned by any one of the names.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnia : — The Deity must 
be referred to by the name ‘ Agni ’ alone, which is what occurs in the 
Injunction, — and. not by any other of the names, ' Shuch.i’’ and the rest. — 
“Why?” — Became the injunction ia hy that name; i.e. the connection 
between the Deity with the offering has been declared by means of that 
name. — " How so ? ” — ^When the Injunction speaks of the Oake being made 
* Agn&ya^ (‘dedicated to Agni^) what is meant is that Agni shouldsbe 
TOsade its ‘ Deity , 



iDHYiYA X, PiDA IV, ADHIKARANA (15). 
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“What do you mean by ‘Deity’ ?” * i 

There is one opinion that by the term ‘deity’ we tmderstand those 
beings, Agni and the rest, who are described in Itihasaa and Purmias as 
living in Heaven. 

Again.st this opinion there is this that, under that view Ahah, Sha^dUla s 

and the like could not be included under the term — [and yet these have been 
declared to be Deities of (^rtain offerings]. — And terms denoting time are 
found to be spoken of as ‘ Deity in such texts as — ‘ This is an offering to 
Kdla (Time) ‘ the Masa (Month) is the Deity ‘ Samvatsara (Year) is the # 

Deity ’. ; 

The other opinion is that — '“by the term ‘demfa’ (‘Deity’) are 
meant just those ' to whom the name ‘ Deity ’ has been applied in the 
Mawtra and Brdhmaim texts, such as — ‘ Agni is the Deity — Vdta is the Deity, ; 

— Surya is the Deity, — Chandramd is the Deity.” 

Under this view also, Ahah and the rest do not become included xmder i 

the term. Fxirther, inasmuch as the generic name ‘ Deity ’ being scarcely 
used in common parlance, the meaning of the term would always remain 
unknown (if its denotation were to rest entirely upon Mantra and BrShAncmvi 
texts). 

For these reasons we conclude that Deities are those who are SUkta- 
hMifc (to whom Hymns are addressed) and Hcmrhhdk (Recipients of offerings). 

“ Who are ‘ Sdktahhak ’ ? ” . 


Those to whom hymns like the following- are addressed — ‘ Imam stoma' 



mm-hate, etc. .... . vayantava ’ (Rg'-Veda) — and ‘ Havirbhdk ’ are those 
who are mentioned as the recipients of offerings, in texts like — ‘ Agneya- 
mastdkapalam nirvapet ’ (* One should offer the cake baked on eight pans, 
to Agni'); ^ Agnisomiyamekadashikapcilam ' (‘One should offer the cake 
baked upon eleven pans, to Agni -Soma ’). 

Says the Opponent — “ If recipients of offerings are ‘ Deities then, 
even Pans are ‘ Deities ’ ; as these also (containing the offerings) are ‘ re- 
cipients of offerings 

To meet this, that ‘ recipient of offerings ’ should be the ‘ Deity ’ for whose 
sake the offering is made. — Similarly with ‘ SukfabMk ’, [it being that to 
whom Hymns are meant to be addressed]. In this sense we find the term 
' Demid’ (‘Deity’) used, in such expressions as — ‘ Agnidevatyam suktam’ 
[‘Hymn addressed to Agni’’]; in the same way we have the expression 
‘ AgniMvatyam havih ’ [‘ the offering to Agni ’]. Similarly with such expres- 
sions as ‘ Atithidevatyam ’ (‘ offered to the guest ’), ‘ PUrdemtyam ’ [‘ offered 
to Pitrs’1. — ^Thus the character of ‘Deity ’ becomes applicable to all those 
beings that are spoken of as those to Whom anything is offered, — ^be they 
corporeal or incorporeal, sentient or insentient ; — and in this way the use 
of the generic term ‘ deity ’ would tdso b^eonte explicable. 

“ What if it is so ? ” I 

If it is so, then that being becomes the * iDwty ’ of an offering, by whose 
name the Sacrificer makes the d||?temun^ion ‘I shall present the offering 
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SHABABA-BHl^YA ; 


If that be so, then naturally, the Deitj Agni may be mentioned by 
any one of its several names.” 

The answer to this is as follows: — ^This would be so if the term ‘ agni " 
were meant to be uttered for the pxurpose of bringing about the notion of agni. 
Fire, — and this thing, Fire, also were meant to be connected with the offering. 
As a matter of fact, however, in the case in question, the term ‘ agni ’ is 
not pronounced for the purpose of bringing about the notion of the thing. 
Fire; it is only when the purpose in view is meant to be served by the 
thing, that the word is used for bringing about the notion of that thing; 
in a case however, where there is no need for the thing, — and where the 
purpose is meant to be served by the word only, it is the word alone whose 
idea should be brought about for thalt purpose. — Then again, it is hot in its 
material form that the Deity helps the accomplishment of the sacrifice, — it 
does so in its verbal form; just as the Adhvaryu helps it with his hands, 
so the Deity helps it with the name. Just as when, in accordance with the 
injunction — ^ HotnJk pdnam dmrUpenopaatf^wii\--^tho\^^ the action bears 
directly upon his hands, yet it is the Hotf‘ priest himself that is regarded as 
helping the sacrifice, — in the same manner, even though help is rendered 
by the Deity through the name coimeeted with itself, yet it is the Deity 
itself that is regarded as helping the sacrifice. So that, even though what is 
enjoined is the Deity as helping the sacrifice,' yet what enters into the consti- 
tution of the sacrifice is the word (name, connected with the “Deity). — ^Thus 
then, the word {‘ agni ’) is not pronounced for the purpose of bringing about 
the notion of the thing denoted by it. Fire. ’ Nor would it be right to take the 
word as denoting the thing and then, through that denotation, to supply 
the name itself. As that would involve an indication per indication (a very 
comphoated process). What happens really is that it is the word (name) - 
that is connected with the coffering, and through its connection with the 
name, the thing (Fire) also comes to be recognised as the Deity. So that the 
Deity is that being whose name is connected with the offering in the sense 
that the offering is intended for it ; and the act is recognised as being done 
in reference to the thOig denoted (h’ire), only when it is found that it is not 
possible for the offering to reach the v>ord. In the case in question, however, 
it is possible for the action to take place in reference to the Word itself. 
Hence we conclude that the word is not pronotmced for the purpose of 
bringing about the notion of the thing denoted (Fire). This is what has 
been thus explained by the Vj-ttikara — ‘ The notion of the thing denoted is 
not preceded by the word; hence the existence of the thing is established 
(as apart from the word) — ^Thus then, the connection of the coffering being 
with the word ‘ agni ’, there can be no possibility of the use of ‘ ShiAchi ’ 
and the other names of Fire. Hence when the Mantra comes to indicate 
the Deity, it must make use of that word which occurs in the Iniunction. 

Says the Opponent — ‘*In that case it is the word that becomes the 
Deity.” 

Answer — This is an idea that it is not for us to refute ; because such 
an idea, if ' expressed, does not nailitate against our view; on the contrary 
it lends all the more strength to the view that ‘ Shuchi ’ and the other 
names of Fire should not be used. 
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S'OTRA (24). 

In all other Mantras the same teem is used ; hence that is the 

NAME THAT IS POUND EVERYWHERE. 

Bhdsya, 

For tile following reason also, when the Deity comes to be spoken of, 
the term nsed should be the same as that occurring in the Injimction 
“ For what reason ? ” — ^In the Mantras, there is the same one word, which 
is the word occurring in the Injunction ; that same word is found to be 
used everywhere in connection with all such (dative) syllables as (a) ‘ Apdt ’, 
(6) ‘ Vjjiti* and (o) ^ Svdhd\ — ^For instance, (a) in connection with ^apdt\ 
we find the text — ‘‘ Apdt agnsh priyd priyd dhamam, etc.’ ; — (h) in connection 
with ‘Mji/iii’, we have the AgnSruJJUimanujje^am, etc.’; — and (c) 

in connection with ‘ smM we have the text — ‘ Svdhd agnim avahd sormm ’. 
— ^Thus then, inasmuch as in every ease the term used is the same ‘ agni ’ 
(or ‘ Soma ’ or ‘ Indra ’), there is no room for the use of any alternative 
names ; — this is just as we have axgixed above. 

From all this it follows that in lihe matter of the Mantra mdicating the 
Deity, it should be done by means of the term that is contained An the Infunction. 


ADinKARANA (16) : Even in the case of ‘ Transference ’ 
the deity should he spohen of by the term occurring 
in the Injunction. 

SUTRA (25). 

SiMILAELY IN THE SUBSBQITBITT PEOCBBHINGS ; BECAUSE IT HAS THE 
SAME FOE ITS, AeOHETYPB. 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the Oharu-offering laid down in the text — ‘ Desiring Brahmic 
glory one should offer cooked rice to Surya\ Of Surya, there are many 
names — ‘ Surya \ ‘ JidUya ‘ Bha^kitra ‘ Savitr ‘ Dimkara 

The question therefore that arises is— In the Mmd/raa indicating Surya 
as the deity, may the deity be mentioned by any one of the several names ? 
Or by the name ''Surya' only, which occurs in the Injunction of the 
offering ? 

The Purvapak?a is as follows : — ** At the Arctietype, the Mantras that 
were used contained the term ‘ Ayni ' ; — these same Martiros are admissible 
at the Saurya, according to the General Law, and they contained the name 
* Agni ’, not ‘ Surya ' ; — further, the term ‘ Surya ' is found in connection 
with the 'Oharu', not in connection' with ' UJjUi' .{'apat', ' svahd' 
and the like) ; — Whence the Mardras should be modified in accordance with 
the real state of things, — and it is the object Sim (Surya) that should be 
spoken of in them ; — this can be done by any one of the several words 
denoting the Surya (Stm). Hence there can be no restriction as to any one 
name being used. — It has to be borne in mind that what form the subject- 
matter of this Adhikararyt are those Archetypal Mantras which contain the 
term ‘ Agni not those that do not contain that word.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta : — Similarly in Oie 
mhsaqmni proceedings, — ^i.e. at the Bctype, — because it has ihat for its Arche- 
type. Just as, at the Archetype, so at the subsequent proceedings of the 
Ectype also — ^the Mantras are to be used in obedience to the General Law, — 
because it has that for its Archetype. At the Archetype, the term ‘ A gni ’ 
was used in the sense of the term as xised in the injunction, — not in tike 
sense of the object, Fire ; so in the case in question also, because it has 
that for its Archetype, the Mantras that are used should be used in the 
sense of the terras occurring in the injunction. — ^The connection too 
of the term ' Surya is not with the ' Oharu' but with the performance; 
the sense is that ‘ the thing should be dedicated to Surya and this is con- 
nected with the performance ; the sense is not that the ‘ Charu ' is what is 
dedicated to Surya ; because the case-ending used is the Accusative, which 
is related to the verb. — ^Prom all this it follows that at the Ectype also, the 
Mantras used should contain the term ‘ Surya ’ only. 


Adhikaba:^ A (17) : At the ‘ Fire-installation ‘ Agni ’ 
should be spoken of along with the quxilifications. 

StJTEA (26). 

Wh1!H the Abghikcypal deity is spoken of with qdaufigatioes, 

IT SHOULD BE SPOKEN OF ALONG WITH THOSE 
QITALIFICATIONS. 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the ‘ Fire-inatallation laid down in the text — ^‘One who 
knowing thus installs the Fire In connection with this, certain ‘ Pava- 
wSjja-offerings ’ have been laid down in the text—* One should offer the cake 
baked on eight pans to Agni-Pavamdmi, to Agni-P&vaha and to Agni- 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Should the deity Agni 
be spok^a of, along with the qualifications Pavamana\ ‘purifying’, 
'PamJca^j ‘purifier’, ^ Shuchi^ ‘pure’) ? Or without the qualifications ? 
-^At the Archetype the Deity mentioned is simply ‘ Agni ’, without any 
qualifications.] 

The nMMt reasonable view that presents itself (as the Siddhdnta) is „that 
the Deity that has been spoken of a^the Archetype, without any quali- 
fications, . should (at the Ectype) be spoken of as with the mentioned 
qualifications. 

S-OTEA (27). 

[P0BVAPAK§A view] — “ EbALLT THEBE SHOULD BE NO MODIFIOATION ; 

AS ONLY THUS WOULD THEBE BE NO DI8APPEABANOE OF THE 
OBJECT AND THE WORD, AS IN THE CASE OF THE 

SUBSTANOE.” 

Bhdfya. 

“Verily, Aere shoidd be no modiflcati^ ; — i.e. Agni should be spoken 
of without any qualifications. — Why ? — Became only thus wotdd there be 
no disappearance of the direct and the ijoord ; i.e. in this way, the object (Fire) 
and the word (* Agni ’) both remain undisturbed ; Agni is the same as Pava- 
mana, the same as Pdvaha, the same as ShucM. So that the deity that has 
to be mentioned, become® mentioned even without adding the quaUfioations 
(* pawmdna ‘ pdvaha and ‘ ahuchi ’) irt the case of the substaiwe ; i.e. 
in the text ‘ The barren she-goat is sacred to aU deltieB j desiring prosperity, 
one should sacrifice it to Vayu’, the offerhig is spoken of in connection with' 
the ‘ barren she-goat *, and yet lli Eotype, the MarUra used contains 
the simple word ‘ GKhagd ’ (‘ she-goat \ without the qualification ‘ barreu ’), 


on the ground that the object (animal) and. the word both remain intact. 
The same should be done in the case in question.“From all this it follows 
that the Deity should be spoken of without qualifications.” 

StiTRA (28). 

[POevapaksa a7}Swered}~--TsM deity should be spoken of as en- 
joined ; BECAUSE IT DOES NOT ENTEK INTO THE BODY OF THE 
SAGEIFrCE, IN ITS MATEBIAL FOBM : IT ENTEKS INTO IT ONLY 
IN THE VEBBAL FOBM; IF IT WEBB NOT MENTIONED 
ALONG WITH THE QUALIFICATIONS, THEN THE 
TEXTS SPEAKING OF THE QUALIFICATIONS 
WOULD BE MEANINGLESS. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, th^ deity shotdd be spoken; of as enfoined,— i.e. along with qualifica- 
tions. — “ Why -j&ecattse the deity does not enter into the body of the sacrifice, 
in its maierial form ; i.e. the deity does not enter into the material constitution 
of the sacrifice ; it has been already explained that it is not in its material 
form that the Deity helps the sacrifice. If it had entered into the sacrifice 
in itfs material form, then, Pammdna also would have been denoted by the 
term 'agm\ and in that case the qualification {‘ pavamam') need not 
have been mentioned. — “In what way then does the Deity help in the 
sacrifice ? ” — The deity enters into the sacrifice in its verbal form ; it is the 
connection between the word denoting the deity and the offering that is 
directly asserted by the text; that word has to be mentioned with which 
the offering is connected ; and it has to be pointed out that ‘ in this maTtnAr 
is this connection brought about — If the qualification were not mentioned 
at all, then the , mention of these qualifications in the text would be 
meaningless. The word is mentioned in the text only with a view to point 
out how it should be uttered ; under the circumstances, if the qualification 
were not connected, — ^the mention of the qualification would be absolutely 
futile. — ^From all this it follows that the deity should be mentioned along 
with the qualifications. 

S^RA (29). 

In the case of substances, — ^inasmuch as they enteb into the 

BODY OF THE SACKIFIOE IN THEIB MATEBIAL FOBM, THEBE WOULD 
BE NO MODmOATION IN THE SUBSTANCE, BECAUSE OF 

THE STRENGTH. 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been argued above that — “ tx? in the case of substances, — m the 
text ‘ The barren she-goat is sacred to all deities, — desiring prosperity, one 
should sacrifice it to Vdyu\ the Original sacrifice having been enjoined 
with the term ‘ barren she-goat % when the Mantra comes to be used at the 
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Ectype the word used is simply ‘she-goat’ (without the qualifieatioa of 
‘ barren ’):” — ^TMs has got to he refuted. Our answer to this is as follows — 
In the case of substances, it is only right that it should be so, as they enter 
into the body of the sacrifice j that is, the substance becomes a constituent 
part of the saorifiioe ; so that if the substance (animal) is sacrificed — ^be it 
barren or mt harmn,~~it is understood to be spoken of by the word ‘ she- 
goat ’ ; hence the thing being a means of . aneomplishing the sacrifice, even 
when there is no modification (in the way of the mention of qualifications), 
the denotative force of the sentence is quite explicable ; hence in that case, 
the animal could be mentioned without qualifications, for the purpose of 
obeying the General Law. — In the case in question, on the other hand, as 
the Deity enters into the sacrifice in its verbal form, a modification should 
be made of what comes in under the General Law. 




Adhikara:^a (18) : At the ' Ajyahhaga-offerifi^ % in con- 
nection with ^ Fire-installation \ the Deity is to be 
spoken of without the qualification. 

SUTRA (30). 




[PtJBVAPAK^A] — “T he teem ‘ BUlbHANVlH ’ SHOULI) be tbeated ihke 

THE TEBM ‘ BAVAMAKA BECAtTSE IT DENOTES A PECOIJAJR 


JBhdsiya. 


There is the FiTe-installation, laid down in the text — ‘ One who knowing 
this installs the Fire * j at this rite there are the Pammdna offerings laid 
down in the text — ‘ One should offer the cake baked on eight pans to Agni- 
Pavamam, to Agm-Pctvaha, to Agni-Shuchi ’ ; — at this there are the two 
‘ Ajyabhaga-offerings in regard to which we read — ‘ The Agneya should 
be made bu^ian/vdn, and the Savmya should be made Pavakavan *. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Should Agni be mentioned 
with the qualification budhanvdn ’) ? Or without the qualification ? 

In this connection the' point to be considered first ia—Does the term 
‘ hudhanvan* indicate the deity or the Af on^m ?— If it indicates the deity, 
then Agni should be mentioned with the qualification ; while if it indicates 
the Mantray then Agni should be mentioned without the qualification. 

The Purmpak§a is as follows — “ Agni should be mentioned with the 
qualification ; hence we explain the -term (‘ hvAhanrSn ') as indicatiag. the 
deity. — ^Why ? — Because Mantras appear in the texts in their own form 
(and are recognisable as such), hence any injunction of them would be 
superfluous ; the Deity however is recognisable, and hence the in- 

junction of the deity serves a useful purpose. When it is said that ‘ Agni 
should be made hudhanvdn the *AgnM,ya can become ‘ budhanvdn ’ only 
if the Deity has the qualification of being ^'hvdhanmt \ — ^From this it follows 
that the Deity should be mentioned along with the qualification ; — ^Just as 
in the case of the Pavamdna I§ti8, Agni is spoken of as ‘joomwiona’ (see 
foregoing Adhlkaray ^), — so in the present case also, the specification of 
the peculiar qualification that we find in the expression ‘ agnirbitdhanvdn ' 
serves a useful purpose only if the said qualification is mentioned. — 
From all this we conclude that Agni should be mentioned with the quali- 
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StJTRA (31). 

[SiddhIxta] — ^Inasmuch: as the teem indicates a paeticulae 
Mantba, theeb should be no modification in the name 
OF the Deity. 

B}id§ya. 

It is xiot right that the Deity should be mentioned with the qualifica- 
tion ; it should, as a matter of fact, be mentioned without the qualification. 
In this connection, they offer the explanation that the term (‘ budhanvan ’) 
indicates a particular Mantra. — “ How ? ” — ^In reality, the term clearly 
indicates the form of a particular Mantra y what the sentence ‘the Agrieya 
should be made htidlianvdn ’ means is that ‘ that thing which is related 
to a particular Agni should be made btidJianvdn’, — it does not mean that 
‘ Agni should be made “ budhanvan If Agni were made “ budhanvan 
then Budhanvan- Agni would be the deity, and in that case we could not 
have the term “ Agneya” with the nominal affix’, as it would be incomplete 
(containing only half the name of the deity Budhanvan- Agni). Nor would 
it be possible to have the nominal affix to this conjunct name, as Nominal 
Affixes are not added to terms with qualifications j — ^nor would it be right 
to bring in the qualification after the Nominal Affix had come in ; — ^from all 
this it follows that ‘ budhanvan ’ cannot be a qualification of Agni. — “ What 
then is it that is specified as ‘ budhanvan ’ ? ” — ^The Agniya ; — ^its mantra is 
‘ budha hence it is the Agneya-sacrijUx that is ‘ hudhanvdn ’ (using the 
mantra 'budha')', this ' budha-rnamira' hQva.% the following — ' Agnim 
stamina bodhaya samidhano amartycm' [where the word 'bodhaya* occurs, 
and it is this that gives the name ‘ budha ’ to the mantra']. — Or the mantra 
itself may be taken to be construed in the sentence ‘ AgnUya is budhanvSn *. 

It has been argued that “the mantra is recognised in its own form 
and hence does not need to be enjoined ”. — ^The answer to this is as follows ; — 
If that were so, then any mantra that contains the word speaking of Agni 
might be recognised as to be used ; and hence it is with a view to negative 
tliis possibility that the text says ‘ the budhanvan should be used ’ — ^i.e. the 
mantra ‘ Agnim stomena bodhaya'. Such being the case, the term (‘ budhan- 
vdn ' ) IS not a quahfication of the deity ; and hence the deity should be 
mentioned without the qualification ; this would also be in keeping with 
the General Law [as at the archetype, the deity is spoken of without 
qualifications]. 



ADHiKARAi^fA (19): {a) In the ^ cow~sacrifice\ the cow 
should he spoken of by means of the term ‘ Usrd\ ivhich 
is contained in the Inf unctiorir — (6) In the ‘ Prsaddjya 
homa % the tree shoidd he spoken of hy means of 
the term ‘ Vanaspati \ which is contained 
in the Injunction. 

SUTRA (32). 

[P^kvapaksa] — “Inasmitch as at the Abohetype, there is 

DIEFEBENCE BETWEEN THE INJUNCTION AND THE MaNTRA, 

THERE SHOULD BE DIEFEBENCE AT THE EOTYPB ALSO : 

AS THIS HAS THAT FOB ITS AbOHBTYPE.” 



Thei'e is the Jyoti^poma sacrifice ; in connection with which we rea4 — 
(A) ‘ The Cow should be sacrificed, and the Goat, dedicated to A^?v»-/Sof»a \ 
— Of the Cow, ‘ go % there are several n^es — ‘ ward ‘ usriya *, ‘ ahi 
*adUi\ * ila\ Hence there arises the following question — ^In the rmmtms 
at the cow -sacrifice, is the cow to be mentioned by any one of these several 
terms ? Or must it be mentioned by that term alone which has appeared 
in the Injunction ? — (B) Similarly we read ‘ With Pf§<xdajya one sacrifices 
to Vanaapati' ; of the Vanaspati, * tree % there are several names — ‘ vrhaa * 

‘ pSdapa ‘ drwna ‘ naga ’ j hence there arises the question — ^In the mcnvtras 
at the Vanaspati-aacfrifice, is the tree to be mentioned by any one of the 
several terms ? Or must it be mentioned only by that term which appears 
in the Injunction ? ' 

The Purvapahsa is as follows:— (A) “The Cow may be spoken of by 
any one of the several terms. — Why ? — Because at the Archet/ype, is 
difference between the Injunction wnd the Mantra ; — as a inattw of fact, we 
find a difference in the terms used in the Injunction, and in the Mantm : For 
instance, the Injunction is in the form — ‘ Yo dUk^to yadyanx^omiyam. pashu-^ 
tndlahJuBta' (where the word used for the animal is ' pashu '), — ^whUe the 
Mantra used is in the form — ‘ Ohhdgasya vapayd medaao^ ivubrufU^ (where 
the term used for the animal is “Ghhaga '). — ^In the case in question also 
(i.e. of the Cow-saorifioe, which is an Ectype of the Agnisonivya) what has 

appeared at the Archetype is rendered admissible by the General Lawj 

and at the Archetype what has appeared is a difierence in the terms used 
in the Injunction and in the Mantra ; — strictly in accordance vidth the 
General Law, then, the term to be used at the Ectype also should be 
‘ chhdga ’ (as at the Archetype) ; — hut it is impossible to apply that term 
to the Cow ; — it is quite possible, however, to admit general principle that 
there may be difierence between the term used in the Injunction and that 
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used in the Manim ; — whence we conclude tliat in the case of the Cow-sacrifice, 
the Cow may be spoken of in the Mantras by any one of the sjmonyms, 

‘ usra ’ and the rest.— (B) Similarly (in regard to the Vanaspati-sacriflce), 
we find that at (the SvisfaJcrt-aacrifice, which is) the Archetype, the Injunction 
is ‘ Agnim svi§takrtam yajati ’ (where the Deity is spoken of by the con- 
junct term ‘ Agni-Svi§p>hrt'), — ^while the Mantra reads as — ' Pnhi dlvatim- 
shato yavi^tha .... ye daivya Hvijastebhiragm tvam hotrriydmasyd yajx^tba ' 
(where the Deity is spoken of by the simple term ‘ agni ’) ; so that a dif- 
ference has been made between tlie Iiijunction and the Mantra ; — the 
VanaspatUsacrifice is an Ectype of the Svi^tahrt-saarificx, as is going to be 
explained under the Sankar^a ; — Whence (according to the General Law) at ' 
the Vanaspati-sacriflcet there should be a difference between the Injunction 
and the Mantra. From this we conclude that Tree, may be spoken of by 
any one of the several names of the Tree; — ^because it has the Ssi^taTift- 
sacrifice for its Archetype.” 

SUTRA (33). 

[SlDDHANTA] — I n FACT, THE TEEM USED SHOULD BE THE ONE USED 
BEFOBB ; BECAUSE THERE CAN BE NO TRANSFERRED INJUNCTION OF 
ANYTHING DIFFERENT. 

Bhdsya, 

The thing must be mentioned by the same term that has been used 
before ; — i.e. the Cow shonld be spoken of by the term ‘ usra. ’ ; as it is. 
this term that has been used in the Injunction — ‘ Usrdyai vapSyai niedaso' - 
nubruhi \ 

Says the Opponent — “Tins is only a Mantra-text; there is no such 
declaration as that ‘ the Cow should be spoken of by the term usrd ' ; on the 
other Iiand^ the General Law is a declaration to the effect that ‘ the animal 
should be spoken by a term different from that used in the Injunction 

Answer — ^It is not so ; because the General Law does not declare the 
admissibility of the said differeme ; tliere is no General Law to the effect 
tliat ‘ whatever is there at the Archetype should be there at the Lctype 
also ’ ; what the General Law does is to indicate the admissibility, at the 
Ectype, of tliat which has been declared by the Injunctive Word as to be 
done at the Archetype, and wliich does not come in there by itnf)lvecUion: 
It is nowhere declared tlrat ‘ at the Ax’chetype there should bo diffei ence 
between the Injunction and the Mcmtra ’ ; — what happens is that it i-i laid 
down that the Mantra used should be ' Chhdgasya mpdijai mldmcmubrah/i ' . 
and the difference (between tliie tenn ' chMga ’ used here and the term 
pashu' as in the Injunction) comes in by mere implication. Thus, the 
use of the term ‘ chliaqa ' is laid down by Direct Assertioit, wliilo the differeuct.* 
between the Injuixotion aaid the Mrxtdrd. cemm, tjirough indirect indicHUon ; 
— and wlrenever there is A doubt S® between Direct A.iserfcion and Indirect 
Indication, the former is more aiCpeptpbln than the latter, — (A) From ail 
tins we conclude that the C?OW: Shbnlid hj^ken of, not by any one of the 



several synonsnnas, but by the tenu ‘ usrd * alone, on the strength of the 
Mantra-t6xt.-~(B} Similarly in connection with the the Deity 

should be spoken of by that same term which has been used in the Injuncticsa 
as mentioning the Deity. Nowhere has it been laid down that ‘ there should 
be a difference made between the Injimotion and the M«6ntra ’ hence the 
Tree should be spoken of by the term ‘ Vanaspai* * only. 




ADHiDKARAiyA (20) *. At the, * Avabhrtha % Agni and Vamna 
should he spoken of along with the qualifying 
term ^ svistakrt ’ . 

SUTRA (34). 

[PtJBVAPAIi^A] — “T he deity- ‘ Svi§taket ’ being different, that 

TERM SHOULD BE EXCLUDED FROM THE NAME OF THE DEITY.” 

Bhasya. 

There is the Amhhrtha-$acrifice, laid down in the sentence— ‘ They 
perform the Avabhrtha by offering the cake baked on one pan to Varui^ ’ ; 
in connection with tliis, it is laid down. — ‘ Offers the stujrifice to Agni- For wna 
svi^tahrp 

In regard to tins, there arises the question — In the Mantra, is the term 
used for the Deity to be accompanied by the term ‘ avi^tahrt ’ ? Or to be 
not accompanied by the term ‘ svi^takrt ’ ? — ^The point to be considered is 
this : — ^Is ‘ sviftahrt ’ a conventional term (having its denotation independent 
of its etymology) ? Or, it is not conventional, but figurative, having its 
denotation determined by its etymology, as ‘ svistam hrtavan ’, * one who has 
done good ’ ? — If it is conventional, the Deity should be spoken of without 
the term ‘ avi^Pahrt ' ; if it is etymological, then it is to be spoken of with 
that term ‘ svi^pakrt 

The Purvapah§a is as follows : — “ The term is converUional, not etymolo- 
gical . — ^Why ? — Because till the time of the sacrifice the Deity has not done 
any good, and yet it is at the time of the sacrifice that it is called ‘ avi^pahft ’, 
as declared in the text ‘ Offers the sacrifice to Svisfakrt '. — Neither the accent 
nor any embellishment becomes affected by any partial qualification. In 
fact it is Agni itself that is spoken of as ‘ svi^fakrt ' ; as between the two, 
Agni and Farwna, it is Agni that has done good. Thus then, when the word 
is purely conventional, the Deity should be mentioned without the term 
‘ svi^pakft \ — ^Why ? — ^Because the term (conventionally, not etymologically) 
denotes Agni, and not Agni-Varurui; and hence at the Ectype, as the Deity 
is not Agni (but Agni-Varui^), the term ‘ sviapakrt ’ must be excluded from 
the name of the Deity. — ^From all this it follows that the Deity should be 
spoken of without the term '' svi§pahrt\^' 

SUTRA (35). 

[SiDDHANTA] — In reality, the term should be FBESBNT ; BECAUSE 
THE MEANING IS APPLICABLE, AND THE NAME IS BASED 

EPCiN ACTION. 

It is not right that the Dlelt|r .should be spoken of without the term 
'■svi^takrt ’ } in fact, the Deity shotdd;1be^:sp^en of with the terra * svi^faki'l ’ ; 
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SHABAKA-BH J§YA : 



with this view we offer the following explanation: The name is secondary, 
etyinologioal — ^one is called ’ on account of his having done good 

[am§tahami}dt) j and when a meaning is actually understood from a term, it 
cannot be right to deny its denotation by it j in fact, from the constituent 
factors of the term ‘ aviefaJcrt* it is clear that its application is based xipon 
the performance of some act. Then again, the term as a whole is never 
used in the sense of Fire (Agni), it is not recognised, in ordinary parlance, 
as being denotative of Fire ; — Whence it cannot be regarded as a conventional 
term. — Such being the case, the Deity should be spoken of along with the 
term ‘ svi§fakrt ’ ; — specially because the meaning is applicable ; i.e, the deities 
‘ Agni-Varuna ’ have been spoken of in the sense of ‘ Agni in the sentence 
‘ Agnl-varuiamt svi^tahrtau yajati * ; and on aceormt of the presence of the 
action (signified by the term ‘ svi^fakrt ’) this term ‘ svisfalcrt ’ is capable of 
signifying Agni-Varuna . — ^From all this it follows that the Deity should be 
spoken of along with the term ‘ 

It has been argued that — “ the term means ‘ one who has done good 
while Agni has not actually done any good at the time of the sacrifice.” 

Our answer to this is that under our view, it is only the past character 
of the act that would be wanting ; while under yoxir view, the past character 
as well as what is signified by the verbal root and its prefix would all be 
wanting. Further, Agni may he regarded as having already done good^ in 
view of what has been done at previous sacrifices (at all of which Agni has 
been helpful). 


Adhikarana (21): In connection with the " Agmsomiya- 
animal-Sjacrifice % tlironghout the performances, Agni 
should he spohe^i of by the term ^agni^ 
withcmt any qualifications, 

SUTBA (30). 

[PCuvapaksa] — “When of an object with qualifications, the 

QUALIFICATION IS DEOPBED, IT SHOULD BE SPOKEN OF IN THE 
Manteas as BBFOEE.” 

BMsya. 

At the Soma-saerifice, there is the Agim^ow^a-animal-sacrifice, as laid 
down in the text — ‘ Agm§omlyaaya vapaya pracharyagm^onityam pashu- 
puroddshamanunirvapati ’ ; in connection with the Svi^fakrt-offering at this 
sacrifice, the qualifying term (‘ svi^takft ’) is dropped, and the injunction reads 
simply as ‘ Agnim yajatV (‘ sacrifices to 

In regard to this, there .arises the question — la it at the Svmahft- 
sacrifice alone that the qualifying term is to be dropped, and in the other 
Maniras it is to be used as at the Archetype (i.e. along with the qualifying 
term ‘ 8vi§takrt ’) ? — Or is the qualifying term to be onaitted throughout the 
animal-sacrifice ? 

The P{lrvapak§a is as follows ; — “ When we find that, of Agni, who has 
the qualification of being ‘ svi^fakrt ’, this qualification has been dropped,--^ 
we assert that there should be omission of the qualifying term only at that 
action in connection with which it has been dropped in the texts ; that is, 
as a matter of fact, it is only in connection with the sacrifice (svi^pakrt) 
that the text says '’Agnim yajatp (omitting the qualifying term ‘ avi^fakrt^); 
so that the omission of the qualifying term being found in connection with 
that sacrifice, — ^if it were to be omitted in all the Mantras, then something 
would be done for which there is no authority in the scriptures j and there 
is as much wrong involved in doing what has not been laid down in the 
scriptures as there is in omitting to do what is laid down in them. — Hence 
we conclude that there should be omission of the qualifying term only at 
the one sacrifice, not in all the AThw/im-textS.” 

SUTRA (37). 

[SiddhAnta] — In eealtty, it should be throughout ; as the whole 

FORMS ONE ACT. 

In reaUty, it should he UvroughopI i i^ei in the Mantras, whenever Agni 
happens to be spoken of along with Ihc term ‘ svigakrt this qualifying 




term should be omitted. — ^Why ^—Because the whole forms one act ; the 
qualifying term cannot be omitted at the Svi^pahrt-sacrifice only, but through- 
out the entire sacrificial performance,— How so ? — ^The text Agnim yajati ’ 
speaks of the performance ; which means that the qualifying term should be 
omitted at the performance of the SvistaJcTt-sacrifice ; and as a matter of fact, 
all those other Mantras which contain the term ‘ svisfakrt ’ may be regarded 
as so many ‘ Svi^takrt-sacrifices Hence there should be omission of the 
qualifying term throughout the performance. 


Adhikaeana (22) : At the ^Anuydjas\ the ' Svisiakrt- 
sacrifice^ is an act of Embellishment \ 

StJTRA (38). 

At the ‘Anttyaja’, the Svi§takrt should be regarded as an 

INTEGRAL EACTOR, BECAUSE IT IS CONNECTED WITH THE PURPOSE 
SERVED BY USEEUL ACCESSORY DETAILS 



There are the Darska-Puni<imdsa sacrifices; — at these, is performed 
the Svi^tahri-aacriflce, laid down in the text—' At the Anuydjas, one sacrifices 
to Agni-Svistakrt 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Does the Svi^fO'tirt'SacriJice 
help the Anuydjaa directly ? Or is it only an ‘ embellishment ’ (helping 
indirectly) ? 

The PuTvapah§a is as follows ; — “It helps the Armyajaa directly. — Why ? 
— ^It is a well-loiown fact that the fimction of actions is to help things 
directly ; as it is only thus that the well-established entity serves the purpose 
of something still to be accomplished ; — and the injunction also of the 
sacrifice in question is by Direct Assertion. Under the other view, some- 
thing yet to be accomplished would serve the purpose of a well-established 
entity (which is absurd), and the injrmction would be through Syntactical 
Connection. — From this we conclude that the Svi§tahrt-sacrifice helps the 
Armydjaa directly.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdrda — ^The Svi^pakfi 
should he regard^ as on integral factory not something external. — “What 
is the meaning of ‘ avapika ’ (integral) ? The space between the Ajya- 
bhdga and Svispahrt is ‘ dvdpa\ and that which comes in dming that interval is 
' dvdpika ’ ; in contrast to ‘ dvdpika ’ is ‘ Wntrika which latter name applies 
i;o tire Anuydja. That which is the Deity of the Sviftakri, that same is the 
principal Deity, and that also is the integral factor ; it is for this reason 
that the Svi^pakrt has been called ‘ avapika ‘ integral — Such being the 
case, the sacrifice must be an act of embellishment ; thus alone does it become 
useful, helping the Agni which serves a useful purpose. — ^Then again, sub- 
sidiaries are of two kinds — q/radupcdcdraka, Extet-naly those that help from a 
distance [i.e. from oulmde, and are exterior to, not the integral part of, 
the main sacrifice], and sdnmmyika, lutemaly those that form integral parts 
of the sacrifice; and the Internal subsidiaries are more important than 
the External ones ; because in their case the injunction is direct, while 
m that of the other, the SyntaoUeal Connection would liave to be with a 
sentence not before the eyes (ramote). — Hence we conclude that the Svi^takrt- 
saorifice is an act of embellishment. ' 7.' 7 ■ ® 


ADBiKABAiirA (23): At the ^ Darsha~P€ir'mmds(i\ the 
‘ Ydjyd^ and ^Puronuvdkyd’ are acts of Em-^ 
bellishment 

atJTRA (39). 

[FftBVATAK^A] — “T he actioh , spoken of as ‘anvaha’ (‘eboitbs’) 

MUST BE REOAEDEB AS A ‘ PBJNCH'AE ACT*, — LIKE THE RE- 
CITING OB THE ‘ SHASTRA — ^BEOABSE THERE IS A 
DISTINCT INJUNCTION.” 

Bhd§ya. 

In conneotion with the DaraTm-Purimmasa, we read— Becites the 
,♦ recites the Puronuvahyd*. 

In regard to this, there arises the qnestion — ^Is this reciting of the 
Ydjyd and Pwonuvdkyd a ‘ principal act ’ ? Or ‘ an act of embellishment ’ f 

The Purvapak^a is as follows : — “ The action spoken of as ‘ recites ’ 
nwet be regarded as a principaJ act . — Why ? — Because there is a distinct injunc- 
tion. If it were an act of embellishment, then, inasmuch as from the 
very form of the verses (known as ‘ Tdjyd* and ^ PuronuvdkycP) it would 
be clear that they are to be recited, the addition of the word ‘ recites ’ would 
be supwfluGUS. On the other hand, if the reciting is a principal act, then it 
is necessary to add the word ‘recites’ ; as otherwise, it would not be under- 
stood that it is an act that should be done ; hence, inasmuch as the idea 
that it should be done is obtained from Direct Assertion, it must be regarded 
as a Principal Act ; — Uke the reciting of the ‘ Shastra ’ ; just as the reciting 
of the Shastra and Stotra hymns, being laid down by means of the words 
‘ shamsad* and ^staiUi* respectively, has been regarded as a principal act, — 
so should the act in question also be regarded.” 

StjTRA (40). 

[Sidbhanta] — In eeautt, it is an act or embellishment, because 

THE ENJOINED WORD IS BOR THE PUBPOSE OB 
BEING BECITED. 

Ehd§ya. 

In reality, the reciting in question should be regarded as an act of 
embelhshment (of the Deity). — “Why?” — ^Because the word that enjoins 
the act is for the purpose of being recited ; that being the visible purpose 
served by it ; and so long as that is there, there can be no reason for aflanming 
an invisible (transcendental) result. — ^Hence the reciting must be an act of 
embellishment. 
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It has been argued that “ the term ‘ recites ’ would be meaningless ”, 

This has got to be refuted. 

SUTRA (41). 

It would be quite expiigable, as seevutg the purpose op adding 

OTHER AOCBSSOEY DETAILS. 

Bhdsya. 

■ The expression ‘ anvdha » (‘ recites ’) would be quUe expUcdbk,~-}VLSti. 
fiable;— how ?-~<w serving the purpose of adding other accessory details^--- 
such as—' He recites the Yajya standing, he recites the Puronuvakya sitting ’ j 
for the purpose of adding these details of starring and sitting, it is only 
right that the ' r..oiting ’ should be reiterated. ^ 

From all this it follows that the reciting of the Ydjyd and of the 
Puronuvakya. are acts of embellishment. 
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Ar> Tmg ARAN A ( 24 ) ; In fJte ‘ Manotd there is to he no 
" Uha^ {Modification). 

SUTRA (42). 

In the ' Manota theee should be no modieioation, beoanse of 

THE DECLARATiON. 

Bhasya. 

There is the ofiering of the animal dedicated to Yayu, laid down in the 
text— •* Desiring prosperity one should kill the white animal dedicated to 
Yayu"'. — -At the AgnUomiya-animal-sttcrifice, which is the Archetype of all 
ariimal -sacrifices, there is used the Manotd-mantra — ‘ Tvam hyagne prathamo 
manotd asyddhiyo ahhavodasma hotd' (Taitti. Bra. 3. 6. 10); this Mantra 
is indicated by the General Law as to be used at tbe ectypal animal-sacrifice 
to Yayu. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the Monoid-mantra 
to be modified in accordance with the Deity (e.g. ‘agne' being changed into 
* vdyo ’) ? Or should it be used in its original form, without any modifica- 
tion ? 

The answer is as follows: — So far as the Archetype is concerned, the 
question that has been raised is not reasonable ; at the Archetype Agni-Soma 
are the Deity ; — ^the Mantra also is ‘ agneya ’ (‘ recited to Agni inasmuch 
as it is addressed to Agni and contains the term ‘ agnV) ; and as it does 
not speak of anything that forms the constituent part of the sacrifice, it 
must be used in its unmodified form ; [so that the raising of the question has 
no justification]. 

Says the Piirvapahgin, in answer to the above — “ It is true that Agni- 
Soma are the Deity at the Archetype ; but they are Agni and Soma ; so that 
Agni alone is not the Deity there ; nor is it true that Agni does not form 
a constituent part of the sacrifice; in fact, that Deity is recognised here 
which is indicated by the conception of Agni. — Now in the case in question, 
it is Yayu that is mentioned as serving the purposes of the ‘ Deity ’ ; and 
being mentioned as serving the purposes of the Deity, it also serves that 
purpose of J^gni which consists in bringing about the conception of the 
Deity ; hence, as serving the purpose of Agni, it must take in aU the charac- 
teristic accessories of Agni, in accordance with Sutra 10. 3. 36. — Prom all 
this it follows -that the Ma/MtS-mcmdra AiaoxiA. be used (at the Fdya-sacrifice) 
with such modifications as may i Be called for by the particular Deity 
concerned.*' " is 

In answer to this we have tha following Siddhdnta : — In the case of the 
Manotd-mantra, there should he no modificati^, because of the declaration. 



There is the declaration to the effect that. ‘even when the animal has been 
dedicated to another Deity, the Manota^mantra used must be that related 
to Agni \ And what is there that cannot be done by a declaration ? There 
is nothing too much for a declaration. — ^From all this we conclude that the 
Manota-mardra should be used without modification. 


1 4,4 


Adhikabana (25) : The ‘ Kai/pvamthantara '-Sdmmi should 
he sung over its own basic mrse. 

StJTRA (43). 

[POevapak§a]~“ The SImah otheb mAN Bathantaea whioh is 

SPOKEK OF IN OONNEOO^ON WITH THE Pb^IHA SHOULD BE SUHG 
OVF.B 'i’HE BASIC VE.BSE OF THE BaTHANTABA, BECAUSE IT 
IS PEEOEDED BY THAT AND BECAUSE THE VEBSES 
HAVE BEEN DIFFEBENTTATED.” 

Bhisya. 

I’i-nrs? is the Vaishyastoma sacrifice, laid down in the text—* Vaishyo 
mishyc^mni:, . yajSta^ [‘The Vuishtja ahonid perform the Vaiahyastoma 
saerifi--«» *] ; — in cotmection with that sacrifice, we read — ‘The Kat^mra- 
tfutnla^ ’ is the Pf§pm {Sanian)\ — Tt ims been settled under 9. 2. 48, that the 
‘ Kai^viu-atfm ara* is a modifioation of the two SSmam (Bfhat and Rathan- 
toro). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — May the 
ihanium ' be sung (o) over the basic verse of eitlier the Brhat or the Rathan- 
tarn, without jony restrictiou ? Or (6) over the basic verse of the Rathantara 
only*? Or (c) over its own basic verse ? 

The Pikrvapak§a {a) is that — “ The General Law does not indicate any 
restrict ion ; the matter becomes simplified also if there is no restriction, as 
that expedites the performance.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Purvapak§a (6) : — “ The Sdman 
ithar than Rathantara — ^i.8. Kanmruthaniara, — which ia spoken of m oonnec- 
ion with the Pr§(ha — should be mng over the basic verse of the Rathantara ; 
— ^because the Vaishyastoma is preceded by (and has for its Archetype) the 
JijQti§toma, and at the Jyotifpoma, the Sdman has been sung over the basic 
verse of the Rathantara. — ‘ But at the fyoUfpomat the Sdman has been sung 
over the basic verse of the Bj-hat also — Not so ; became the verses have been 
discriminated; i.e. it is found that there is a discrimination among the 
verses, such as ‘ the basic verse of the Rathantara is adopted ’ and so forth. 
— ^Further, the term * rathantara* is found to be used in the sense of Kanva- 
raihantara ; from which it follows that the Blanwircahantara is only a parti- 
cular form of the Rathantara. The KanvaratharOara might be taken as some- 
thing different from the Rathantarat if it did not have the characteristics of 
this lattca* ; — but when it does have these oharaoteristios, it would be like 
the * Sacrificial Post ' ; just as in the case of the sentence ‘ the Sacrificial 
Post ia of Vdmrham wood % it fei found that the Vdumbara-wood has not been 
mentioned in oemneotion with the Archetype, and yet the adjective * made 
of Udwnbara wood* has been regarded as explicable on the basis of the 
presence of certain oharaoteristios ; — so also in the case in question, th,q 
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name ‘ raihantara ’ may be applied to the Kan vamthantara on the basis o£ the 
presence in the latter of certain characteristics of the former.” 

SUTRA (44). 

• [SiddhInta]— In eeality, it should be sung over its own basic- 

verse ; BECAUSE IT IS THE NAME APPLICABLE TO ALL. 

Bhmya. 

It is not right that the Kanvarathardara should bo sung over the basic 
verse of the Rathantara; it should, in fact, be smiij over its own basic 
verse. — “Why?” — Because it is the name applicable to all;—Le. the term 
‘ rathantara ’ denotes the 8aman marked by all qualifications ; -while the 
name ‘ Kanvarathantara ’ is applied to all those Sainans only that are equipped 
-with a particular prastava, udgltha, pratihara, upadram and nidhana, and 
accompanied by a particular Stobha, Svara, Kdla and Abhydsa ; consequently, 
the basic verse .also must be a characteristic mark.*— Then again, if the 
Kanvarathardara were treated as Rathantara, it -would mean the assumed 
application of the name ’’ Rathantara' to the Kativaraihanktra, which is some- 
thing entirely different. — ^From all this it follows that the Kanvaratharda/ra 
should be sung over its own basic verse. 

StiTRA (45). 

“ It may be as nsr the cash of the Saceifioial Post ”, — ^if this is 
URGED [then the answer is as given in the next 

Bhdsya. 

If you hold the view that — “ the Sanian in question should be sung 
over the basic verse of the Radhcmtara itself,— as it is only thus that the 
presence (in the name '' Karyvarathardara') of the name ' Rathantara' could be 
justified ; because this could be explained only on the basis of the presence 
of the characteristics of the Rcdhardara, — just as in the case of the ‘ Sacri- 
ficial Post ’ (vide rmder Su. 43) ”, — ^then the answer is as follows ! — 

SUTRA (46). 

ThA cannot be ; because it is dub to THE PRESENCE OF 
FUNCTIONS. 

Bhd$ya. 

What has been suggested mmnot he right j because it is. due to the presence 
of functions that a piece of wood oom^ to be called the * Sacrificial Post ’ j 
there is no tree in the world that called * YUpa' (‘Sacrificial Post’); 
that piece of wood is called ‘ Sfiw^ifioial Post ’ which has undergone certain 
embellishments; hence the naime; aS found in tlie sentence ‘the Sacrificial 
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Post is made of wood%* is one based nfjon certain embellish- 

ments. In the case in question however, the term ^ KaitmmtJmfUara^ m 
marked by certain well-defined characteristics is a name well known in the 
world ; it is so called, not in the sense of being the ‘ BaOmtOam of Ae Kunms 
because if the term wwe taken as laying down the connection of the SSmmn 
either with Ac ctemcier of BatharOam or with Kanm, there would be a 
Syntactical Spilt.— Hence we conclude that the term ^ Mw^aOmifOara^ 
is a conventional whole (and is not to be treated etymologii^ly) ; and 
therefore the 8amm of that name has to be sung over its own basic veree 


(not over tlmt of the 





AdhiKabana (27) : At the Agnistut sacrifice \ the ^ 8totra ’ 
and ^ Shastra^ hymns are not modified. 

StTRA (49). 

THI CmPS BEING BELATED TO ANOTHEB DETTy , — ^THE ‘ StOTBA ’ AND 
THE ‘ SHASTBA ’ SHODLD NOT BE MODIFIED ; BEOADSE THEY 
ABB ACTS. 

Bhd§ya, 

There is the BMha sacrifice, Agni^td, in connection with which we 
read — " Agmyd, graha bhavardi'* (‘Oups are dedicated to Agni'). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^When the Archetypal 
Stoira and Shmtra hymns come to be used at this Agni^put, are the names of 
deities occurring therein to be modified in accordance with the deities of 
the Agni^put itself ? Or are the original names to remain unmodified ? 

In order to preclude all idea of modification in the case, the says — 
The Oups being rekOed to awther deity, the ‘ Stotra ’ and the ' Shastra ’ should 
not be modified, became they are acta, — i.e. principal acts.* 

Question i “ Who is the person who co\ild entertain the notion of there 
being a modification, whose notion the SUtra should have sought to set 
aside ? 

It is that person of dull intelligence who may think that by modifica- 
tion, the mention of the relevant deity would be secured. Teaching 
imparted to persons of dull intelligence also is sometimes fruitful. Further, 
in comparison with some one or the other,, all persons may be ‘ of dull 
intelligence’. 

If this does not satisfy (the questioner), we ofier another explanation. 
There is an Adhikara'^ that has gone before m Adhydya II {Pdda ii, SiUras 
13-29) which has established the fact that the Stotra and other hymns are 
^ principal acts ’ ; — ^it is the useful purpose served by that AeOdhmirui that is 
explained by the present Sutra — The Oups being related, eic. eic. This being 
the reply to the question — “ if the SUfPra and Shaatra are (subsidiary) acts 
of embellishment, what is the purpose of the Adhikaraija 1 ’’,- 7 -the sense 
of the answer is that in that ease, at the Agni§tui sacrifice there would be 
modification in accordance with the name of the relevant deity ; — while if 
they are ‘principal acts’, then — ^ Oups being related to another deity, the 
^Stotra'* and the '‘Shastra* tiwuld not be modified; because they are {principal) 


AnTTHTAT t ANA (28) *. At the ‘ Ghdturmdsya ’ sacrifices^ the 
invocation is to be done without modifying the 
term^djya\ 

SUTRA (50). 

[PObvapak§a (A)] — " In the case of ‘ Pr^adajya as there is 

DBINKING OF BOTH, THERE SHOULD BE MENTION OF ‘ CUED * ; 
BECAUSE IN THE MANTRAS THERE IS MENTION OF 
WHAT IS TO BE DRUNK.” 



There are the Chdturmdaya saCf^fitsae laid down in the text — ‘ Desiring 
heaven, op© should perform the Chaturmasya sswsrifices ’ ; at these the Atmy&jaai 
are offered, in connection with which it is declared — ‘ Oflera the Anu^yd^a 
sacrifices with Pr^addjya (Mixed Clarified Butter, — Clarified Butter mixed 
with Curdled Milk) * ; — at the Archetype there w an invocation with the 
Mcmitra ^ Devon djyapan dvaha* (‘Invite the Deities who drink Clarifi©<l 
Butter ’) ; — this same invocation is indicated by the General Law a« to be 
done at the sacrifices in question. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — At the Ectype (the Chdtur- 
mdsya) is the invocation to be done without modifying the Mantra in any 
way ? Or should there be modification ? — ^If there is to be modification, 
should the word ‘ djyapdn ’ be changed into ‘ djya/pdn dadhdpdn ’ (‘ drinkers 
of Clarified Butter, drinkers of Curd’) — or into ' dadhipdn* (‘drinkers of 
Curd) — or into ^ pr^taddjyapdn' (‘drinkers ot PfgaAddya, mixed Clarified 
Butter ’) ? 

The Purvapak^a (A) is as follows : — “ There should be mention of the Curd, 
also — ^i.e. of the Curd and also of the Clarified Butter, — ^Why ? — Because 
i/tere is drinking of both ; i.e. both the substances are offered to the deity, 
and the Mardra says that what is offered is drunk ; and what is to be drunk 
has been mentioned, at the Archetype, by the word ‘ djyapdn * (in the in- 
voking Mantra) ; — in the case in question, in place of ‘ darifiied Butter ’, 
we find laid down ‘ Curd and Clarified Butter in the text — ‘ Then he takes 
up the Pf^addjya, which consists of both, Olarifled Butter and Ourd, — ^it is 
the couple that, on pairing, becomes productive, — ^it is this couple therefore 
that becomes productive ’ ; ■ where we find! Curd mentioned on the same 
footing as Clarified BvM&r^ Hence both, the Owd as well as Clarified SitU&r 
should be mentioned in the invoking Mttntraf* 
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BVTRA ( 61 ). 

[PObvapak?a (A) refuted]— I n baot, "that cannot be ; beoansb it 

IS TOB 'rmg SAKE OF ANOTKBB, LIKE THE ‘ MaSTBB OF THE 

SAOBmOB.’ 

Bha§ya. 

It should not be, -as suggested above, that Curd should be mentioned 
—Why l—Bemme U is for the sake of another; the substance to be dnmk is 
for the purpose of another; i.e. the substance is mentioned as indicating 
the drinkers ; under the circumstances, if the drinkers have been indicated 
by the mention of the Clarified Butter, the purpose is duly served, and there 
is no need of indicating them further by the mention of the Cv/rd. — As in the 
case of the ‘ master of sdcrifice ’ ; in the text * Imam yajhamav&nyeva yaf ‘ha- 
pat^ vardhdn\ the term ^yafhapati^ (‘master of the sacrifice’) has been 
used for the purpose of those men who offer dibations, and it is not men> 
tioned for its own sake, and hence is always used m its unmodified form (in 
the singular), and no regard is paid to all the many sacrificers that may be 
there (in any particular case). Similarly in the case in question, the sub- 
stance to be drunk is mentioned for the sake of indicating the drinker, and 
not for its own sake ; and hence, inasmuch as the drinkers would be duly 
indicated by any one of the substances, there would be no need for making 
a mention of any other. 

SCTTRA (62). 

[Says the Purvapak§in (A)]— “ But thebe must be mention of it, 

BECAUSE THE INVOCATION IS FOB TEAT PUBPOSB.” 

JBhd^ya. 

“There should be mention of the Ourd; and it could not be like the 
‘ master of the sacrifice The term ‘ master of the setcriflce * is not used 
for its own sake, it is used for eulogising the /^-cske the invocation 
in question, on the other hand, is to serve as a reminder ; and it is necessary 
to remember the drinker as well as the stibstance drunk- Hence with a 
view to obeying the General Law, the other substance to he drunk should also 
be mentioned.” 

St5TRA (63). 

[Purvajpak^in (A)’^ ansmrei ^ — ^In fact, rr is not so ; because 

THEBE IS A TBBM DENOTING AN EMBELLISHMENT. 

■ , Bh&^ya. 

In fact, the Ourd should not be mentioned ; tftere is a term denaUny 
an embellishment — of the Clarified Butter— in the text Pf^c^yena amt- 
ydfan yqjttfi where *prfaMfya* means miaed dfya; and the darkled: 
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Blitter becomes ‘mixed’ when it undergoes an embellishment in the process 
of 7n.ixing this mixed character is clearly brought about in it by the 

Curd. — ^Hence it is clear that<bhe Curd is meant to serve the totally different 
purpose of bringing about the mfajed fharacter, and not for being dnmlc ; 
consequently it should not be mentioned. 

SUTRA (54). 

\Th& PurvapaJc§m argms There should be mention of it ; 

BECADSB THE WORD SIONIFIBS A SUBSTANCE.” 

Bhasya. 

“ There should be mention of the Curd; the Curd is as much a stibstance 
aa the Glarifl-ed Butter ; — ^we have already explained that it is the principal 
factor that is enjoined in the text — ‘ Then he takes up the Pr§aMjya, etc, 
etc. ' (See under Su. 50, above), — ^where the Curd as well as the Clarified 
Butter have been enjoined ; the sense being that ‘ the sacrifice is to be offered 
with Curd and with Clarified Butter ’ ; in fact, the term ‘ pr^addfya ’ does not 
denote any different substance fit denotes only Curd and CktrifiM j 

-—hence it follows that the Curd must be mentioned.” 

S'UTRA (55). 

[SiddhInta] — ^A s THE Curd is the subordinate eaotor, the mantras 

SHOULD SPEAK OF / DRINKER OF CJLAEIFIED BUTTER ’ (ONLY) ; 

THE SUBORDINATE OHARACTBE OF THE CURD BEING DUE 
TO THE FACT THAT THE TEXT SPEAKS OF THE 

Olabified Butter as the predominant 

FACTOR, 

Bhd^a. 

It is not true that the Curd stands on the same footing as the ClariJM 
Butter, as regards predominance. Because, in the Takmg up, it may be equal 
to the Clarified Butter, but not in the offering (at the sacrifice) ; the offering 
has been laid down as to be done with Clarijied Butter, ivhuh is mixed ; — 
.thus, inasmuch as the Text speaks of the Clarified Butter os the predominant 
factor, the Curd should be a subordinate factor, in connection with the 
offering. It is not necessary that what has been asserted in connection with 
Taking up should become asserted in oonneabion with offering. In fact, in con- 
nection with the offering, the Clarified Butter is indicated by Direct Assertion, 
as the instrument, — while the Curd would be so indicated only by Syntactical 
Coimeotion. — “ Why then should the Ourd be taken up at all 1 ” — ^It is 
tsdrea up so that when the Ourd is taken ttp» the mixed chaxactor of the Clari- 
fied Butter becomes apparent. i,’ " ■ 

IVom all this it follows that the Manbfas should speak of ‘ djyapdh ’ 
(‘ drinkers of Clarified Butter’) alone, and there should be no m^ition of 
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S0TRA (66). 

[PtfBVAPAB^A (B)]— “ VbMLY THE CuBD MTJST be MENTIONEB, IT BEING 
THE PEEDOMINANT FAOTOB ; SPEdAtLY BEOATTSB THE GlABIFIED 

Bhtteb is connected with the fibst and last 

OPEBATIONS.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ It is not right that the Mardras should speak of ‘ drinkers of Clarified 
Butter ’ and there should be no mention of the Cnrd. As a matter of fact, 
the term to be used in the Mantra should be ‘ dadhipan ’ (‘ drinkers of Curd ’) ; 
as it is the Curd that is the predominant factor here. — ^Vl^hy ? — Became tJve 
Clarified Emitter is connected with the first and last operations ; i.e. the ‘ first ’ 
operatiop is spreading miA the ‘last’ is Pouring out: as described in the 
following text — ‘ Yadi eha satire yajeta dvirupas^nl'yat, sahpdahhigharayU, 
etc. etc" f* If one is performing the Sattra he should spread twice and pour 
out once, etc.’] ; and again ‘ Yadi prdvr§i yajSta, etc." [‘ If one performs the 
sacrifice during the rains, he should spread once, and pour out twice ’j. — 
This spreading is done for tliie purpose. of keeping something else upon it, 
and hence for the sake of that something else. This is what is expressed 
by the term ^upastf^ii" (‘spreads’) and not the mere hoMing*, because 
as a matter of fact, the term ‘ upasprndii ' is need when one thing is rendered 
fit for being the substratum of some other thing. Similarly the pouring out 
that the term ‘ abhigh&rayati " 1 ‘ pours out *) expresses is not the mere holding ; 
wliat it is understood to mean is that the poming out is done in the presence of 
(in regard to) some other thing, — in order to secure the connection of -that 
thing with the Clarified Butter (that is poured out). — By reason of these 
two operations — of spreading and pouring out (with which the Clarified Butter 
is connected), it follows that the Curd is the predominant factor, and the 
Clarified Biitter also is subordinate to it. — From tins it follows that it is 
the Curd alone that should be mentionetl, not the Clarified Butter.'" 

StlTRA (67). 

[Mefiitation of Purvapakga (JS)] — ^In fact, inasmuch as the Claeified 
BtJTTBB is the PBEDOMINANT FAOTOB, THE MENTION WOULD 
BE FOB THE SAKE OF QUAITFIOATION, AND THE TERM 
COULD BE TAKEN, FIGUBATTVELY, AS INDICATING 

EMBELLISHMENT. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality'', it is not right that the Owrd, is the predominant factor «md 
hence it should be mentioned ; as a matter of fact, it Is the Clarified Butter 
that is the predominant factor j as it is the Clarified Butter that serves a 
usef&i! purpose through its connection with the ‘ sacrifice as laid down in 
the text ‘One offers the Am^ja sacrifices with mixed Clarified Butter*. 
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—When it is spread out, two things are acooinpli8hed~(l) 'it becomes 
carved out (for being offered), and (2) th6 Owd also becomes spread out ; 
under the circumstances what the word expresses is that, when the embellish- 
ment comes to the Curd it is the eipbellishiaent of the container for purposes 
of the contained, and there is no need for the embellished curd itself. As for 
the ‘mixed’ character of the Clarified Butter, it is clearly perceived when it 
is brought about (by the mixing of the Curd), and it is this mixed character 
that is needed ; bs iho (?larified Butter laid down in the text is found to he 
qualified by the qualifying term 'pr§at^ (‘mixed ’). — ^In the sacrifice itself, 
the Curd, which is indicatod by Syntactical Oonnecstion, cannot be regarded 
as the in&irvunoiu, so Ioh; as it is faced by iho Olarifteii Butter which is directly 
asserted by the text. Hence the spreading out must be taken as being 
for the purpose of the holding of the Clarified Butter ; and then inevitably 
the Curd also would be held; so that the relation .of the container and 
contained being thus implied, it becomes like spreading {as if it were spreading) ; 
and thus it is in this figurative (indirect, secondary) sense that the term 
‘ spreads ’ has been rised. — Similarly with the term * pours out ’ also. — ^Thus 
then the terms ! once ’ and ‘ twice ’ being found to be used for the purposes 
of qualification, the term ‘ spreads ’ or ‘ pours out ’ is to he taken figuratively 
as signifying embellishment. So also with the word.s ^o^dhifveva pashUn 
pratigfhdpagati\ ‘ Vr§tyaiva pasMinabhigigharti ^ [which are found at the 
end of the two texts quoted — (1) ‘ Yadi sattrB yajSta, etc. ’, and (2) ‘ Yadi 
prdvr?i yajeta, etc. ’]. 

From all this, we conclude that the Mantras should contain the term 
‘ djyap&h ’ drinkers of Clarified Butter ’). 

StiTRA (68). 

[PtJH.VAPAK§A (C)] — “ In fact, as there is change in the name, 
THE INDICATION SHOULD BE BY THAT.” 

Bhd§ya. 

The term ‘ api vd ’ implies the rejection of the views set forth above, 

“Asa matter of fact, the Mantras should not contain the term ‘ dfyap&l}, ’ 

' (‘drinkers of Clarified Butter’), the term used should be * pr^addjyapdn ' 
(‘ drinkers of mixed Clarified Butter ’). — Why ? — ^Because the change 
is made in the name, only. As a matter of fact, there is mixing of Clarified , 
Butter and Curd ; and the particular name * prfaddjyd ’ applies to that 
substance which is equipped with the quality produced by the said mixing. 
— Just as there is in the case of- such names as ‘ rdgah ’ (Musical Melody) 

‘ EMdamh ’ (Sugsu'-Oandy) and ‘ Surd ’ (Wine). — In all these oases we find 
a term applied figuratively (to a mixture) ; and fA-e relation of expressed and 
eapresser also is understood to be based upon the same figurative application. 
It is by means of this mixture (named " prfoddfya’) that the sacrifice ia 
declared as to be accomplished — ^in the Pffoddfyendnuyagd^ yc^ati *. — 

From all this it follows that the word used should be ‘ pf^aMjjyapdn 
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SOTBA (59). 

[Refutation of Putvapahsa (O)]— That cj^ot! be ; because the text 

LAYS DOWH A QUAUTY. 

Bhd^a. 

It cannot be that the term ^pr§addjya’ is figuratively expressive of 
the mixed substance,— jxjst like the term ‘ rSga ’ (‘ musical melody ■which 
also is a mixture). It is true that in the case of the term ‘ musical melody *, 
there is figuratwe appUcaiion, which application has been learnt from 
common parlance. In the case in question, however, it is understood that 
a quality is actually produced in the Olarified Butter. — How so ? — 
The term ‘ ajyia ’ denotes Olarified BuMer, — ^the term ‘ ’ denotes mdxed 

charaoter, as is found in several such instances as. ‘ pr^ra^judi ‘ pf^nmav},ih\ 
‘ pT§annv{‘gdh So that when these two terms—* ’ and ‘ ajya ' — ^are 
xittered together, the idea obtained is that of the mwmi Clarified BvUer ; 
and hence the term can be reasonably applied to that alone. 

He^noe we eonclnde that in the Mantra, there should be mention of 
‘d/ya’ alone, — as, wwed or Mwmwced!, it will always be 


End of P&da iv of Adhydya X, 


ADHYAYA X. 

PADA V. 

Adhik ARANA (1) : When out of a number of things, only a 
few are to he selected, it is the first ones that should 
he selected. 

SOTRA (1). 

When a numbek of things are mentioned in a definite oedi'.r. 

AND ONLY A FEW HAVE TO BE SELECTED, WHAT COMES LATER 
SHOULD BE LEFT OUT, —AS IN THE CASE OF 
ARRIVALS. 

Bha§ya. 

There are certain declarations regarding parts of things — (a) ‘ ■V\'hat is 
dedicated to Dyavd-Prthivi is baked on one pan \ (ft) ‘ W'hat is dedicated 
to the Ashvins is baked on two pans’, (c) 'What is dedicated to is 

baked on three pans ’ ; — and the whole lot of pans also are mentioned in th»- 
declaration — ‘One should offer the cake baked on eiyht pans to Agni'. 
[The total number of pans is eight; of these, under (a) one is to be taken, — 
under (6), ivx> — and imder (c), three]. — Similarly, there are the deelaratious- 
(a) ‘ One should perform the Two-day sacrifice ’, (ft)- ‘ One should perform tlte 
Three-day sacrifice ’, (c) ‘ One should perform the Four-day sacrifice \ 
(d) ‘ One should perform the Five-day sacrifice (e) ‘ One should perform 
the Six-day sacrifice’, (/) ‘One should perform the Seven-day sacrifice’, 
(g) ‘ One should perform the Eight-day sacrifice ’, (i^) ‘ One should perform 
the Nine-day sacrifice (i) ‘One should perform the Ten-day sacrifice’, 
‘One should perform the Eleven-day sacrifice’; in all these, parts of the 
whole have been mentioned ; the whole lot is mentioned in the declaratioxi — 
‘ If a man is desirous of offspring, one should make him perform the Twelve- 
day sacrifice — Similarly, in the declarations^ (a) ‘ He recites one Sdmidheni 
verae’, (6) ‘He recites jCArae SdmMhem verses’, — where parts of the wliole are 
mentioned,— the whole lot being mentioned in the declaration ‘ He recites 
fifteen SdmidM-m 

In regard to all these cases, there arises the question — ^Vhen a few out 
of the whole lot have to be selected, should those that come first be taken 
up and those that come later abandoned ? Or should there be option (one 
selecting any that he likes) ? > 'i . , 

The apparently right view is as IFAeii a number of things are 

merOwned in a definite order — of sequ^oe, — and only a few have to be selected, 
— what we assprt is that what mrm llder should 6e left out, and those that 
come first should be taken in,--Tr^??,'SiTii|t the reason for this ?” — What 
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tromoB first is most important, while what comes later is unimportant, — and 
botwoen the important and the unimportant, if one has to be left out, it is 
the unimportant that should be left out, and the important taken in. This 
is what is made clear under Sutra 12. 2. 23. — As in the case of arrivals ; — 
in the case of assemblies and groups, when fresh arrivals come in, they do 
so without displacing those already seated there, similarly in the case in 
question it should be the same fi-e. those that come later should not displac!' 
those that have come before]. 

SUTBA (2). 

Also because we find indicative texts. 

Bhdsya, 

For the following reason also, the earlier ones should be taken in and the 
later ones rejected. — “ For what reason ? ” — ^Thore is the following text: 
indicating the said conclusion—* Lupyeta va etat §a§}hamaho yat pa%cka - 
hSnupayanti, lupyBta vd etat ?a§}ham kapdlam yat panchakapdlam nirvaparrii \ 
where what is declared is the omission of the sixth, not of the first. 

StJTRA (3). 

[PUrvapak^a argument against Siddhdnta — continued] — “In reality, 
there should be option, because of equality.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ It is not right that the earlier ones should be taken in ; as a matter 
of fact, there should be option ; one may take in either the earlier or the 
later one. — ^Why ? — Became of equality ; the rejection of the later stands on. 
the same footing as the rejection of the earlier ; there is no Direct Assertion 
of the rejection of the earlier, or of the rejection of the later. Either the 
important or the unimportant factor may be taken up, — ^in eithw ease what 
would be taken up would be something connected with the Archetype, and 
it makes no difference if what is taken up is important or unimportant ; 
for there is no special text to the effect that ‘ it is the important one that 
should be taken in — ^Hence there should be no restriction (aa to the taking 
up of the later or the earlier ones).” 

StJTRA (4). 

[ PiS / toapa ^ a ^ argwrn & ni — cmJtmmS ] — When there is a fixed order 

OF SEQUENCE, THEN ALONE SHOULD THE IMPORTANT DOME 
AT THE END.” 

: I ^ 

“It has been argued (by the SIddftdtrfm) — ‘In assemblies and groups, 
the later arrival comes in without displacing those already sitting there. 


ADHYlYA X, PSDA V, ABHIKAEANA (1). 
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and the same should be done in. the case in question also’.— In the case 
cited, it is only right that it should be so, because when a place is already 
occupied by persons already arrived, the new arrival does not occupy that 
place, and comes in at the end, for the simple reason that it is not possible 
for him to do otherwise. In the case in question, however, we are con- 
sidering a case where there is no position already occupied ; what we are 
considering is, which one or two of the pans out of the eight should com© in ; 
so that there is no position already occupied by airy pan of which there 
would l>© displacement.” 

StiTEA (5). 

{Pnrmpalcm-argument — concluded] — “ As foe the indicative text, 

THAT IP EQUAULY AEPMCABEE TO BOTH VIEWS ; AS WHAT 
IT SPEAXS OF IS THE NtJMBEE.” 

Bha^ya. 

“ The SiddMntin has • quoted the indicative text — ‘ LupyUa Pd Stat 
8a0iama.hah, etc. and has argued that this shows that it is the sixth, not 
the first, that should be omitted. — But this is equally applicable to both 
rmws, i.e. also to the view that there should be 'option. Because what the 
term speaks of (denotes) is the completion of a certain number j 

anyone of the lot being omitted, that one would be the sixth which would 
complete the number ‘ six ’, — be it the first or the middlemost or the last ,* 
just as it is said ‘ the sixth brother is not seen’, when either the youngest 
or the eldest or the middlemost of the brothers is not seen. So should it be 
in the case in question also.” 

S^RA (6). 

[Piirmpaksa-arguments answered] — ^As A mattbe of fact, the opbba- 

TIOH SHOULD ALWAYS PEOCEBD FBOM THE BEGINNING *, AS THE 
COMMENCEMENT IS ALWAYS FBOM THE BEGINNING; 

AND THE LATER ONE SHOULD BE TAKEN UP ONLY 
WHEN THEBE IS A DBOLAEATION TO THAT 

EFFECT. 

Bhd^ya. 

The term * wa ’ as a matter of fact ’) implies the rejection of the view- 
set forth above. 

The operation ahotdd always proceed from the begmning^ — “ Why ? ” — 
B<tcause the commencement is ahoays from the beginning ; whenever a number 
of things appear in a dednito order oi sequence, any operation that is don© 
over them should always commence from the beginning ; that is, the operation 
sbouid start with the first, then it should go on to the aoijoqd ; when it would 
be done to the first, it would be done -Without having started with anything 
else: — ^wrhen the first thing has been opcanted upon, then it passes it on 
io trhfi next thing : hut the first thing has to ho operated upon without the 
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operation having been done to anything else. And so long as the operation 
begim with the fitst thing, the objection of wrong beginniog cannot apply 
to it. Hence it follows that in all cases, whenever an operation has to be 
done in a certain order of sequence, it should conanaence with the first thing. 

Then again, the occasion for the operation to be done over the first 
thing is already there, — ^nor is there anything wrong in the operations having 
commenced with that. As regards the later things, on the other hand, 
even though the occasion of the operation may have arrived, yet, inasmuch 
as the requisite number will have been already made up, there would be 
nothing wrong in their being omitted. 

From all this it follows that the earlier ones should be taken in and 
the later ones given up. 

Such being the course dictated by reason, — ^if iu any cctse, there is 
a declaration to the effect, the operation may be done to the later ones by 
skipping over the middle on^. As we find in the case of the declarations — 
' Apavarhi^a^ praydjan yoQoti^ ‘ apamrhi§au armyajau ya^ati ’’, — ^Whenever 
there is no declaration to the contrary, the only reasonable cour^ is to omit 
the later ones. . 



Adhikabaija (2) : At the ^ EkatriJca sacrifice the singing 
should he done over the first ,Verse4riad. 

StJTRA (7). 

[PCbvapaksa]— “ At the Ikateika saceistce, dhehtg the Mjeeday 

Pavamaea, the singinc^ shoeld be done ovee the fiest 

VEESE OF EACH OF THE THEEE VBESB-TEIADS ; BECAUSE 
THE THEEE MBTEES HAVE BEEN SPOKEN OF 
IN THE ShBUTI.” 

BM§ya. 

There is the Shatrika sacrifice thus described — ‘ Athai§a ekairihafy 
tasymkasySm bahi?pavamdnam, tisr^u hotur&jyam : ikaByd-m maitrSm- 
runxisya, t'tsr^u hrahmaimehchTiamsinah, — ekaaydmachchhavakasya, tittrfu 
mdd^jandinah pavamdnah \ 

In regard to this last Madhyandina {Midday) PamiMna, there arises 
the question — Siionld the singing be done over the first verse of each of 
the verse-triads ? Or over the first verse-triad itself ? 

The Furvapak^a is as. follows ; — “ At th.e Mkatrika sacrifice, during the 
Midday Pavamdna, the singing should be done over the first verse of each 
of the verse -triads constituting the hymns. — ^Why ?— Because the three 
metres have been spoken oj in the Sbrtai ; in connection with the Arolietype, 
three metres have been spoken of in the Veda, in the text—' Trich(Mandd 
dvdpaJk, mddhyandinah pavamdnah panchasdmd ’ ; and these metres become 
admissible into the sacrifice in question, under the General Law ; and these 
can be so brought together only if the singing is done to the first verse of 
each of the ‘ verse-triads’. — ^Hence the singing should be done to the first - 
verse of each of the ‘ verse-triads 

StTRA (8). 

In beauty, it shouu) be feom the beginning ; as this is the 

SEASONABLE C0UK8E ; THE OTHEE COUESE BEING MBEELY 

INFBBENTIAL. 

JBh^ya. 

The term ‘ m ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. "J - * . - ; 

In fact, the singing should be done to the first verse-triad ; such would 
be the reasonable course ; as only, thW would the order of sequence be 
preserved ; — as for the other view, in which the jmplications of the metres 
would be followed, it woiild be only ^ferenticd, as based upon the implications 
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<.f the General Law. — Says the Opponent — “The order of seqrmncs also is 
something pertaining to the Archetype, and hence the following of that 
also would be inferential”.— Our answer to that is that, between the two 
•inferential’ courses, the adopting of the order of sequence is better. — 
” Why V ” — Because in that case, the Oayatri-metre liaxdhg been dealt with 
in the first verse, the second hytim-vemj is heguii ; and when an operation 
has been begun with the first factor, then alone it goes on to the subse^quent 
factors ; — so long as no factor has been operated upon, the whole matter 
can be optional, — not when a factor has been actually operated upon ; 
and when one has been operated upon, no other can take its place ; %vhat 
has to h(? dune in this case is the completion of what has been , begun ; — ^^so 
that, there being no possibility of both coming hi, there cun be n(< uj.aion, as 
to whether wlirtt has been begun should be completed or something new shoulii 
be begun, in fact, ■when one goes on to coinplote wiiat has beeti begun 
ho does what has been enjoined ; '\vhil© if he omits it, he fails to d(> what 
hris Irt'cn enjoined ; hence it follows that, what has bi;en begun should be 
completed ; — and when that has been completed, the purpose for whicli 
any other optional alternative could come in Imving beem already served by 
it, there can be no occasion for that alternative. Thus then, th#>^right 
course is to adopt the order of sequence, not the exigeniues of the metre. 

Says the Opponent — “ If the operation is done over the Gayairinnciire, 
it means that it has been started over the later TriSup-m&tve also.” 

Anmmr — ^Tme, it becomes started ; but not -without having done the 
second and the third When the verso-triad will liave thiis been completed 
through these, there would be no further need for any metres.— -Thus the 
order of sequence of the first hymn, to the subsequent hymns being apparent, 
it is better to adopt that order thaii the metres. 

StJTRA (ft). 

It should BH in ACJOOBDANOB with the same position A3 IN THE 
Archetype, as the modification is in the number only. 

BM§ya. 

For the following reason also the singing should be done over the verse- 
triad. — ^Why t — It aJmdd he in accordance wdh the acme position as in the 
Ardtstypci when the three hymns come in by virtue of the declaration, 
there is modification, only of the number, at the ‘ midday ^ function. 

“ J\ist as there is no modification of the order of sequence, so there 
should he no modification of the metres also,** 

Answer — True, that is so ; bat the adopting of the order of sequence 
is of greater imjmrtanoe than that of the metim. 

For these reasons also the singing should be done over the mrae-triad. 



Adhikabana (3): The * Dhu^Saman’ should he sung 
over mm Verse. 

StiTRA (10). 

[PCrKVAPAK^A ] — the CASE OE THE ‘ DhOH *—TSE SINGIKG SHOULD 
BE DONE OYEB THE ‘ VeBSE-TBIAD *. 

Bha§ya. * 

There is the ShUriha-sacrifice, described in the following passage:— 
‘ Athai^a ekatrikafy, tasya ekasydm bahifpammdnam, iisf'^u hoturdjyam 
ekasydm mcdtrdmrunasya, tisr^ brahmandcMiImmsinah, ikasydmachchMva- 
kasya, iisrp^ mddhyandincA pammanoh — ^There are certain Soman-chants 
styled ‘ Dhuh-sdman \ 

In regard to these latter, there arises the question — Are these Scmans 
to be sung over the Veirae-triad ? Or over only one verse ? 

The Purvapak^a is as follows: — “ In Hm case of the ' Dhu^-Samwms' 
ihe singing should be done over the ‘ Verse-triad \ By so doing the (reneral 
Law indicating the coining in of the Verse-triad would be duly followed. 
Hence the singing should be done over the Verse-triad.” 

StiTRA (11). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^IN EBALTTY, TP SHOULD BE DONE OVER ONE (VEESE) 
ONLY ; BECAUSE THE SINGING HAS THE OHABACTER OF 
BEING REPEATED. 

Bha^ya. 

In reaUty, it should be sung over one verse only ; because the singing 
has to be re]^>eated, on the authority of the Direct Declaration, which is to 
the effect that — ‘ They chant over the D1v6h repeatedly ; they worship with 
repeated cbfl.nt.m g ’ ; — -and what is there that Direct Declaration cannot do ? 
— Hence we conclude that in the case of the Dha^-Saman, the chanting 
should be done over a single verse. 


Adhikabai^a (4): At the ' Dviratra^ and othe/r sacrifices^ 
the procedure of the ‘ Dasharatra ’ has to be 
adopted, 

SUTRA (12). 

Fbom among the Injunctions, inasmuch as (two) are orioinal, 

THE ACCESSORY UETAH^ SHOaLD BE RISTEICTEO THROUGH 
INBIOATIVE TEXTS. 

Bhasya. 


There are the Dmrdtra ami other Ahu'^tfona Kacrifioes, laid down in the 
text"- — ‘ One ahould perform the Dvlrnlra sa orifice ’ and ho forth. 

In regard to these, there ari«BH the fpiestion — Is the procedure of the 
entire Dvadaahdhu sacrifice admitted into thfwo ? Or that of the Dasharatra 
only, leading aside the Prayanlya and the Vdayanlya ? 

The Purmpak^a is that — “ inasmuch aH there is no ground for dis- 
orimination, the procedure of the entire Dvwiashdha should come in.” 

In answer to this, we have the following SkMhdnta ; — From among the 
injuryciions, as the, two — those relating to the Prayaniya and the Udayamya 
— are original, — ^i.e. they cannot be regarded as preceded by another, — the 
procedure that shoxild be admitted into the DviHUra and the rest is that of 
the Dashardtra . — “ For what reason ? ” — Because the Brocedure should 
be restricted by the indicative text. — ” What is the indicative text ? ” — 
It is said — ‘ That which is the fibrst is the second, that which is the second is 
fhfl third and it takes in the JagaM * ; — ^what this means is this — ‘ That which 
is the first at the Dvirdira is the second at the Dvddashdha, i.6. the Odyatra ; 
that which is the second at the Dvirdtra is the third (at the DvddashdJut), 
i.e. the Trai^puhha, which takes'in the JoygaiV % this shows clearly that at the 
third Ahan of the ^a(faha, the becomes included in'something else ; and 

this indicates the coming in, of the Datihardfy-a . — ^The phrase ‘ that wliich is 
the first ’ must be taken as ref earring to the Dvirdtra, on the basis of the 
Context the phrase * k the thiicd ’ should be taken as referring to the 
Dvadashaha, as there can be no ^ third * at the Dmrdbra . — ^There is yet another 
indicative text — ‘ Odycdra is the first Ahan, TraifftMa is the second, which 
takes in the Jagati which also shows that the third* Ahan of the ^adaha 
is included in .another. — FVom ah this it follows that it is the Procedure of 
tlie Dashardtra that should find place in the Doirdtra. 

iliilsli'iiii-lrl' 1 i 'i ^ .a: ^ ^ I/S 'lol' f 



Tn the sentence ‘ Dviraireim yajUa ’ we have the term ‘ r^a ’ ; so -also 
we have. the same term in the name ‘ Dashardtra ’ ; from this indicative of 
the Archetype, it follows that the Procedure of the Dashardtra is to be 
admitted into the Dvirdtra ; and this is what is shown by the various indica- 
tive. 


ADHiKABAisrA (5) : From amorig the Mantras laid down m 
to be med for the ^ Fanning ’ of the Fire, any semn 
may be used, without any restriction, 

SUTBA (14). 

Isr THH CASH OF NTJMBEES NOT DEALT WITH BEFOREHAND, THEBE 
SHOULD BE OPTION, AS ALL SERVE THE SAME PURPOSE. 

Bha§ya. 


(A) In connection with Fire-laying, certain Mantras axe laid down as 
to be used for the Fanning of the Fire-‘ VesMnam tvapatmannadhunomi, 
etc. etc .' ui reference to these it is said—* One fans the Fire with seven ’ — 
(B) Similarly, there are certain Mantras laid down as to be used for the 
‘ Scattering ’ of the Fixe-* Ya o^adMfy etc. ’ ;— in reference to these, it is 
said-~‘ Soattere tho Kre with fourteen 





In regard to these, there arises the question— Should the first ones 
{seven or fourteen) alone be used ? Or should there be no restriction at all I 
The Purvapak^a is that, ** in accordance with the conclusion arrived 
at imder Sutra 8 above, the first ones alone should be used 

In answer to this, we have the following Svddharda :—In the case of 
nmnhers ru>t deaU unth b6forehand,~~U. those that have no connection with 
an original Archetype — ^we assert that wherever we find them, there should 
be option ; as it is only thus that all the numbers come to have their txae - 
if only the first ones were taken up, the mention of some of the MatOrc^ 
(later ones) would be entirely useless. And yet, from the Context we under- 
stand that these also are connected with * scattering ’.—Those that are 
connected with an original Archetype become utdised in connection with 
the performance of that Archetype.— Hence on the ground that some MarOrm 
would become useless, the abandoning of the principal numbers (earlier 


AdhikaRaIjia (6): At the ^ Vivrddhastoma* sacrifice^ 

‘ Samcma ’ may be brought in even from outside 
the Context, 

SDTRA (16). 

[PtlEV^iPAK^A]— IW CASES WHERE THERE IS ATJOMENTATION 01 

‘ Stomas the requisite number should be made up by 

THE REPETITION OP THOSE OOOURRING- IN THE SAME 

Context, without any modipioation ; as the 

NUMBER IS A SUBORDINATE EAOTOR AND NONE 
OTHER HAS BEEN SPOKEN OF.” 

BhS^ya. 

Those aucrifices form the subject-matter of consideration iiore wherein 
there is augmentation of ‘ Stomas such, for instance, as — ‘ EkavimsMna 
oivrdtrerM prajdkaman ydjfjyit,' Lrvmvina ojaakdrnmn, trayastrimshSna 
pratiffJuilciimam* (where there is an increase in the nunxbers, 21, 27, 33]. 

In r^ard to this, there arises the question — la the increased number to 
be made up by the repeating of the original Samans occurring in the Context 
itself ? Or by bringing in 'new ones from outside the Context ? 

The view that presents itself is tlmt there should be no restriction, as 
there is no ground for discrimination. 

Against this, we have the following Purvapak$a “ In cases where there 
is awjmenlatwn of Stomas, the requisite numb&r should he made up by repeti* 
lion; as thus only tho-se would be admitted that occur in the Context 
otherwise those would be brought in which have no connection with the 
Context. As a matter of fact, the particular number is laid down as a factor 
subordinate to the Samans occurring in the Context, which are the 
principal factor ; it is not laid down as the principal factor. Nor is there 
any other Setman spoken of — directly enjoined by a text. And there is as 
much wrong in assuming what has not been enjoined as there is in omit- 
ting to do what enjoined. — ^From all this we conclude that the S&tnans 

occurring in the Context should be repeated, just as in the case of the Dkuh~ 
Samcm (Vide Adhiharaiia 3, above).” 

SCFTRA (16). 

[SmBHaNTTA}— ^ A HATTER OE EAjOT, IT SHOULD BE DONE BY IMPOBTA- 
TlOir ; BECAUSE REPETITION HAS NOT BEEN ENJOINED. 
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The requisite numbeir should be made up by importing JSdmans not 
occurring in the Context. — ^^“Why ?” — Became repetUion has not been 
enjoined. All that is laid down is that ‘ SkavimshMmi. atiratre^ praja- 
kaman ydjayet \ And there is as much wrong in doing what is not enjoined 
as there is in omitting what is enjoined. 

Objection—"^ But importation also has not been enjoined.” 

Awsteer— When both (importation and repetition) are such as have not 
been enjoined, importation is the more reasonable of the two ; because the 
number made up by the importation of fresh Samans would be appropriate, 
while that made up by repetition would be inappropriate. — ^Hence we con- 
clude that the number should be made up by importing fresh Samans from 
outside the Context. 

StJTRA (17). 

AIjSO BEOAXTSH NUMBBB BESTS ON SBPAKATINESS. 

BhS^a. 

For the following reason also the number should be made up by im- 
portation. — “ For what reason t ” — Ntember rests on separateness ; for instance, 
when we speak of ‘ eight jars * (it means that there are eight separate jars). 
If th®re were mere repetition, there would no separateness. Hence it follows 
that the number should be made up by importation. 

S0TRA (18). 

BeOAXTSB OE the TBBM ‘ PABAK ’. 

BM§ya. 

For the following reason also the number should be made up by importa- 
tion. — “ For what reason ? ” — ^Because the term ‘ parak ’ has been used 
in the text — ‘ Parak hahi^pavamamna stuvanM ’ (‘ They hymn with the later 
'Bahij^pavarndna '') — and the term ^ parak' denotes non-repetition; as we 
find in the text ‘ Pardchih sdmidMniranvdha ' (* Beoites the later SdmidMm 
verses’), where it is imderstood that the SdmidhSrm meant are those that 
have not been repeated. — ^From this also it follows that there should be 
importation. 

S0TRA (19). 

Also beoatjsb in this way thebe is no modification of what has 

BEEN DEOLABED. 

. - - ' 'f fj. . . ' : 

Bhd§ya. 

For the following reason ulso there should be importation. — Because 
in this way there is no rnddificatwn qf what has been declared . — “ What is this 
nonrno(Ufic(aion ? ” — It means non-repetition ; there would be this * modi- 



fication ’ if tho Samans were repeated ; and it has been declared that — * It 
becomes a flaw in the sacrifice if any one thing is done over again 


[0!^ectim}—“ Inasmuch as has not been iaid bow [thebe 

CANNOT BE IMPORTATION ]-’, — JW THIS IS TIBQBD [then the 

answer is as in iite next SutraJ. 


BMsya. 


K it be urged, as has been, urged before, that “Importation also has 
not been laid down ”, — ^this has to be refuted (which is done in the following 
Suira). 


SUTRA. (21). 


The injunction xats down the measube of those that are impued 

BY TTni! BEQTJIREMENTS. 




Satnana are enjoined by the requirements. — “ By what requirements ! ” 
—By the requirements of such sentences as * BkavwnshSna ainrdir%'$a prosyfi- 
hSmam yajayU \ Unless Samana are brought in from outside, the numbers 
mentioned in these sentences cannot be appropriately made up. Henoe 
what the sentence does is that it lays down the naeasure of the thin^ that 
are impUed by the requirements, and having served this purpose m to 
manner, it cannot stop the importation of fresh Somorw necessitated by the 
sentence ^ Wkavimah^ aUratr&M prajakamam ydoayU*.—'Beiave it follows 
that the number in question should he made up by importation, 


SUTRA (22), 


Bha?ya. 

lowing rosson d«. TO oonotado 
iBoontionof 

In thfivmccluda*. Oto cannot he explamfid if 



shababa-bhZ§ya 


S0TRA <23). 


Amo BEOAtrSB of the force of the laying LOWE* OF THE 
Samans. 


For the following reason also, there shonld he importation. — “ For what 
reason?” — ^Thw alone would the laying down of the Samam sen^e 
a' useM purpose, — ^the Sdmam being laid down, in the following passage. 
‘There are 10,114 Sdrmm along with their subsidiaries and esoteric 
details; — ^all these the Scmasingers chant;" there are 180 dedicated to 
Agnii 400 Pammdnm, 27 dedicated to Indra, which the Sama-singera chant ’. — 
If it were not so, then the laying down of the Sdmam would be entirely 
useless. — For this reason also we conclude that there should be importation 
of Sdmam from outside the sacrifice. 


StITRA (24). 

"In the case of the ‘ I^hOh-Saman ’ also” — ^if ams be urgei) 
[then the answer will be as contained in Su. 25]. 

Bha^ya, 

It has been argued that " just as it is in the case of the Dhuh-Sdman, 
so in the present case also — This has got to be refuted (which is going to 
be don© in the next (Sttira). 

SUTRA (25). 

Not so ; becatjse they are aothaily oharaotbpiseb 

BY REPETITION. 


Bhd§ya. 

What is asserted here cannot apply to the DMfy-Samcms ; because these 
are characterised by repetition ; as is clearly shown by the following passage 
bearing upon them — ‘They hymn repeatedly over the Dhuh-Samans; 
and with ihe Pf^phaa they worship repeatedly again’. So that in their 
case the repetition is made on the strength of this declaration. There is no 
such declaration bearing upon the case in question. Hence the two cases 
are not similar. Consequently it is only right that in the case in qu^tion, 
the number should be made up by importation. 




Adhikabana (7) : In the case of the ‘ Bahispavamma \ 
there should he importation of the verse {not 
of the Sdman). 

StJTRA (26). 

In the case oe the * Bahi^pavamana ’ however, thebe shotod be 

mPOBTATTON OF THE VEBSE ; AS THEBE IS TO BE ONLY ONE SImAN. 

Bhd^ya. 

In regard to those saorifioea at which there is an augmentation of 
Stomas, — ^there arises the question — ^In the case of the Bahi^pctvamcina, should 
there be importation or repetition of the Sdinans t 

The Purvapaksa is that — “ In accordance with the conclusion arrived 
at in the preceding Adhikarami, there should be importation”. 

In answer to this, we have the ioWowing Siddhdntai — In. the txtse of 
the Bahispavamdna hotpever, it is not so (i.e. there is no importation of 
Sdman) ; because in that case there is importation of the verse. — “ Why ? ” 
—Because, there is to be only one Sdman. — “How so ?” — ^Whon in connec- 
tion with the later two Pavafndnas, one pronounces the syllable ‘ WA ’ with 
each verse- triad, why, at the Bahispavamana, does one pronounce the 
syllable ‘ hih ’ only once ? — ^This is due to the declaration that — ‘ One should 
say that there is only one Sdnum — ^the Qdyatra, which is Svdra ’ ; — when 
therefore it is known that there is to be only one Sdman, the :mquisite number 
should be made up by the importation of a verse ; and the same Sdman 
should be repeated. 


y - i :t ■; : i t ' 

I : i (rf- 


Adhtkarana (8) : In the case of the Samidheni verses^ the 
rewmining nwmb&r is to be made up by Importation. 

SUTRA (27). 

fTOBVAPAKSA] — "Birr nsr the case of me SImtohInI tebses, ms 

MUMBEE IS TO BE MADE OF BY REPSBCmOlir ; BECAUSE THEBE 

K Refetitiob at the Abohetype.” 

Bhdsifa. 

There are ttie Ikiraha-Purnamdsa sacrifices, in connection with which 
there are several numbers of SdmidMnl verses laid down as to he recited 
with a view to various rewards : — (a) ‘ For one desirmg a good standing, 
he should recite 2P; (6) ‘For one desiring Brahmic glory, he should recite 
24 ’ , (c) ‘ CBS desiring food, he should recite 21 ’ ; — (d) ‘ For one desiring 
a good standing, he should recite 22 ’ j (e) ‘ For one desiring cattle, he should 
recite 2fi 

In regard to all this there arises the question — ^In the ease of the S&mi- 
vera^ should the requisite nombor be made up by importation ? Or 
by repetition t Or by repetition to the declared extent jEwid the rest by 
importcetioin T -{TtnEm are really only eleven verses that have been called 
* S&nidhBni ’ •, and there is a text declaring that ‘ the first should be recited 
ihrice, and the last diould be recited thrice Thus the sense of the last 
alternative pdt forward in the question, is that up to fifteen, the number may 
be made up by repetition, in the manner laid down in this text, the declared 
repetitions of the first and the last verses giving us the fifteen verses, — and 
all the rest of the numbecs are to be made up by bringing in fr^h verses 
from elsewhfae.] 

The view that presents itseilf as the apparently oorreot one is that — 
“ in accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the preceding Adhikarana, 
thfflre should be importation (in every case) ; further, as in the case of repeti- 
tion, the idsA conveyed would be the same, the number made up thereby 
would not be appropriately made up; hence there should be importation 
[in the making up of all mimbers beyond the original eleven} 

In answer to this we have the following view [Purvapak^} — “ But the 
number should be made up by repetition ; — the term ‘ but ’ sets aside the 
above view,— 4h6 sense being that tbare should be no importation, there 
should be repetition. — Why? — Because Otere is repetition at the Archetype. 
At the Archetypal sacrifice, the (increased) number h^ been (declared to 
be) made rq> by repetirimj: — ‘ He redtes the first thrioe, he recites the last 
thrice *. — How so ? — The Vedio text has declared that ‘ there are fifteen 
verses ; of th^e, deveu have been mentioned in the Vedic 
teect;^ — and the question arising as to whether the additional four verses 
required to make up the number fifteen are to bo obl^daed by repetition or 
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by importation , — has been definitely laid down that ‘ he should recite the 
first thrice, he should recite the last thrice \ — which means that it must be 
these two first and last verses alone that should be repeated, and they should 
be repeated as many times as would jdeld the required number fiftem } — 
this is the idea conveyed by the specification of ‘ thrice ’ ; and in this way it 
serves a visible purpose ; if the declaration were taken as laying down th» 
number ‘three’, then it would be necessary to assume an invisible trans- 
cendental result. — ^E^om all this it follows that in the case in question also 
(where the numbers 21, 22, 24 and 26 liave to be made up), — wliich is based 
upon the said Archetype, — ^there should be as many repetitions of the first 
and the last vers^ as would yield the required number.” 


SUTRA (28). 

[Objection against the Purvapaksa} — “ ‘ It cannot be so, as thebe wohijd 
BE NO DiFEEBBNOB — ^ip THIS IS UEGED [then we answer 
SB follows].” 


Bhdsya. 


“ This argument has been put forward above j and it has got to bo 
refuted [this refutation follows in the next iSuira].” 


SUTRA (29), 


[Objection answered by Purvapdksm\ — “ Thebe should be (BEPETinoti), 
BKOAtrSE IT TAKES AFTEB THE AbCHBTYPB ; HENCE, AS AT THE 
AbOHETYPE SO HEBE ALSO, THE VEBSE SHOULD BE 
BEPBATED TELL THE BEQUIBED NUMBER IS 
MADE UP.” 


Bka^a. 

“ There should be repetition ; — why ? — because the Ectype should 
take after the Airchetype ; hence till the required number is made up, the 
verse should be repeated ; as it is only thus that it would be done as at the 
Arclwtype; and the repetition may be regarded as appropriate on the 
strength of the General Law. From all this it follows that there should 
be repetiticMU.” 

SOTRA'^). 

[SiddhInta] — As a matebb oir pact, it should be as declared: 

BECAUSE THE EXACT HAB BEEN PRESCRIBED. 

• I ^ ' BhS^^ flh I Jt ^ ^ 

The term ‘ m ’ (* as & matter of iftbt’), implies the rejection of the view* 
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It is not right that the first and Isist vers^ shonld he repeated as many 
tinies as would yield the required nunaber ; in fact, there should be repetition 
in accordance with the declaration and the remaining number should be 
made up by importation. — Why so ? — Became the extent — of the repetition— 
-^has been prescribed ; the exact extent of the repetition has been laid down 
in the declaration — ‘ He recites the first thrice, and he recites the last thrice ’ ; 
here the number three is meant to stand for three repetitions, not for repetitions 
completing^ any required number-, hence in the manner suggested, the direct 
declaration would be followed ; in the other ease recourse would have to be had 
to indwect indication. — It has been argued that—" in the manner of the 
Pdrvapak^a, the method serves a visible purpose”. — This however is not right ; 
because what has got to be followed is the declaration regarding the ‘ three ’ ; 
as for the visible purpose of making up the number, that could be done 
also by tvx> repetitions of the first and four of the last verse ; — and yet it is 
neo^sary that there should be three repetitions each of the first and last 
verses, and it is by this means that the requisite number shonld be made up.— 
In the case in question also, the number is made up by tbe same repetition ; 
hence also it is the repetition that makes up the requisite number, A'b 
Archetypal sacrifice the first and last verses haye been repeated thrice and 
the requisite number (fifteen) has been thus made up ; — ^the same should be 
done in the case in question also ; the first and last verses should be repeated 
thrice and the requisite number should be naade up ; — ^but in connection 
with the Archetype, there is hothing to tell us that the requisite number is 
to be made up by the repetition ; aU that we learn from the declaration is that 
there ahoiM be repetition (of the first and last verses), that the requisite 
number ehovM be made up is got at only by implication ; hence it is by 
implication that the requisite number has been made up by means of the 
declared repetition. What, however, is done at the Archetype by mere 
mphcation is not included under the General Law ; hence the General Law 
(as applied to. the case in question) cannot be taken to mean that the requisite 
number (21, 22, etc.) should always be made up by the repetition {of the first and 
laM verses). Under the circumstances, there should be repetition only to the 
extent laid down (i.e. the first and last verses should each be repeated 
thrice) and the remaining number should be made up by importation. 

SHTRA (31). 

Also because we see ADDmoKAL ones. 

Bhd^ya. 

For the following reason also there should be importarion : As a matter 
of fact, we find additional verses also spoken of ; for instance, in the text— 
‘ Ha jagatyd. ptmdadhydt, yafjagatyd pa/ridadh/ySt tacchcbhanddmsi gamayU, 
trigpubha pasidadhfUi * ; here we find the introdxiotion of the Jagaii mentioned ; 
there would be no pwMtibUity of the JagceSi conung in if th.ere were to be 
only repetirion (of the first and last verses, rwrith*** of which is in the Jagati 
metre). From this also it follows that there should be importcdion. 
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SUTEA (32). 

[OSjecfton]— “ In the case op actions also it would be the same ”, 
—IF THIS IS UEGBD [then the answer is as given in 
the next Sutra]. 

EhS^ya. 

Says the Opponent — ** If yon think that having repeated the verses 
to the declared extent, the rest of the numbers should be made up by im- 
portation, — then the same luight be done in the case of the actions of the 
singing of the Dhu^-Sdman.'’ 

SUTEA (33). 

Not so ; because rr has been enjoined. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not true that the same might be done in the case of the singing 
of the Dlmli-Sdman ; because in that case, repetition, has been actually laid 
down — ‘ In the case of the Dhufy, — they hymn by repetition, etc. etc.’ ; in 
the case in question however, there is no such declaration. — From all tliis it 
follows that having repeated the verses to the extent declared, the rest of 
the number should be made up by importation. 




ADBCDKARAijrA (9): The ^ Sodashm'* appertains to the 
Archetype. 


StJTRA (34). 

[P#EVAPAK?A — continmA '] — “ The Sodashin SHOinLD be taken as 

APPBETAINING TO THE EOTYPB, BECATJSE IT HAS BEEN ENJOINED, 

IN ITS BNTIEBTY, IN EBIATION TO THAT ” 

Bhd§ya. 

There ia the ^oAashin laid down id connection with the Jyoti^fomch— 
‘ One who takes up the l^oActshin becomes himself, etc.’ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Does this appertain 

to the Archetype ? Or to the Bctype ? 

“ Why should there be any such question ? ” 

Hecauae, from the fact of its having been laid down in connection with 
the Archet 3 pal sacrifice of the JyoH^ifoma, it would appear to be appurtenant 
to the Archetype, — ^while from the fact of its being mentioned in connection 
with the Eotype, — in the text * Madhyame'han trirStrasya grhyatS. ’—it 
would appear to be appurtenant to the Ectype. Then again, it appears to 
he mentioned in connection with the Archetype also, in the text — ‘ Agni- 
sfc/ml rdjanyasya gfhriiyat ahvrairl brahmanasya’ ; and on the strength of the 
said declaration it might be thought that it would be taken up at the Ectype ; 
on the other hand, it has been declared in connection with the Archetype, 
and it is at the Archetype that the Atirdtra occurs, — Whence there is the idea 
that it may appertain to the Archetype. — ^It is for these reasons that the 
aforesaid question arises. 

The Purmpak^ is as follows : — “ The l^odaahm shovM he taken ae 
appertaining to the Ectype . — Why ? — Because it has been enjomedy in Us entUretyf 
in relation to that ; as a matter of fact, it is in connection with the Ectype 
that the J^odashin has been enjoined in its entirety . — Maw so 1 — Having 
declared that — ‘ one who knowing this, takes up the Sodashin, etc.’, — ^the 
injunction goes on — ‘ on the middlemost day, it is taken up at the Atirdtra ’ ; 
— and' Syntactical Connection is more authoritative than Context. So that 
the Context having been set aside by Syntactical Connection, it follows 
that the declaration * At the Atirdtra, for the Brdhmaiyt ’ pertains, to the 
Atirdtro at the Ectype. Thus then, even though having been enjoined in 
connection with the JyrAi^ftoma, ij; has not hem mentioned in its entirety in 
connection with the Eotype, yet it comes to be enjoined in its entirety, in 
relation to the Eotype. From this it follows that the Sodashin should be 
taken up among the Ectypes already enumerated, — ^not at the Archetype." 
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StJTRA (35). 

[PCfBVAPAK^A — comiinued ] — “ Also beoattse we finb its absence 
AT THE Archetype.” 

Bhdsya. 

“For the following reason also the i^odashin should be taken as ap- 
pertaining to the Ectype. — ‘ For what reason ? ’ — At the Archetype we find 
its absence.^ — ‘ How so ? ’ — ^The assertion ‘ Dve samsiutdndm virdjamatmi- 
ckyete ’ is possible only if there is no l^odaahin ; it having been shown above 
under 2. 4, 26 that ‘ two Stotriya hymns exceed the Virdt ’. — ^From this 
also it follows that the So^o^hin appertains to the Ectype.” 

SUTRA (36). 

[PflBVAPAK^A — concluded]— “ Also bbcaxtse it is spoken of as 

‘ NOT A SaGBIETOE 
Bhdsya. 

“ For the following reason also, it should be regarded as appertaining 
to the Ectype : There is the assertion that ‘ They say that there is no 
sacrifice of the name of J^o4ci>shin ’. As a matter of fact, it is not that there 
is no ^odashin at the Archetypal Jyotispoma ; and yet there is this assertion ; 
—this can be explained only if it is present, not at the Jyoti$foma, but at 
the Ectype. From this also it follows that the i^o^ashin appertains to 
the Ectype.” 

SUTRA (37). 

[SiddhInta] — In fact, it should appertain to the Archetype, 

. BECAUSE IT has BEEN SO LAID DOWN. 

BM^ya. 

The term ‘ w ’ (‘ in fact ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

. It is not right that the ^odmhin should be regarded as appertaining to 
the Ectype ; in fact, it appertains, to the Archetype.— Why ?— Because it has 
been mentioned in connection with the Archetype, Jyotnpoma ; and hence 
through Context, it should be construed along with the JyoU^poim ; and 
this relationship would not cease even when it is spoken of in connection 
with the Ectype. The declaration quoted does not deny the l^odoMn in 
relation to the Archetype j all that it does is that it asserts it in relation to 
the Ectype. Hence, inasmuch as it' hfi» been declared, and not denied, 
in reference to the Archetype, the §o^uMn can certainly find room at the 
Areh®tST>®>' ‘ " T ■ 

Furtheri it is not only the Ck>nt«w* that proves this ; there is Syntactical 
’Uonneotion also ; as we read — ‘ For the Edjanya one should take, it up at the 
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Agni^nm, and for fehe Brahman^, at th© AHrdtra ’ ; so long as it is possible 
£oP it to be admitted at the Archetype, there can be no justification for 
relegating it to the AtirMra connected with the Ectype. — iVom all this it follows 
that the appertains to the Archetype. 

StiTEA (38). 

Al^O BKOAirSlI IT IS SEEN AT THE ABOHETYPE. 

Bha§ya. 

As a matter of fact, this J^9d<*shin is found spoken of as occurring 
at the Archetype, in the text — •' Tiarafy sarmtui&ndm mrdjamatirichyeti ’ ; 
and it has been already explained that it is only when the ^o^mMn has 
been taken up that there is a possibility of three Stotriyas being found.-— 
BVom this it follows that the ^odaahin appertains to the Arohetype, 


StJTEA (39). 

TjBCB 3SIENTI01T IS EOS THE PtJBPOSE OF SPEOIFIOATIOlf. 

Bhd^a. 


/It has been argued that “it shoulfi be taken as appertaining to the 
£iotype, because it is in relation to that that it has been enjoined in its 
entirety — ^This has been already answered by the assertion that the 



iojunotioa referred to does not deny its pr^enca at the Archetype. — “ Tr> 
that case it would oome into the Ectype under the General Law itself i why 
should it have been enjoined dvear again ? ’* — In connection with the Arche- 
type, the presence of the ^oghxshin has been declared in a general way — 
in the text ‘ Eor the Bdjanya, at the Agni^toma, — for the Brahma'^, at the 
AMrdira ' ; and it is for the purpose specifying this same, in order to secure 
the presence of the ^odaahin at the Agni 9 toina also, which is not an Aiimfro, 
— that there is the fxxrther dectaratibn that ‘ It is taken up on the middle- 
most day of.th© SPrirdam*. 

St5TRA (40). 


Bha?ya. 

It has been argued that — The $0(jkuh4n is not found at the Archetype, 
as js clear from tjie text ‘ Z)w? mrnatutdnSm virdiamcetirichyete — It has been 
already explained that on account of this finding of absence, the. ^odmhin 
ihould be taken as optional | and the fact of its being enjoined and prohibited 
should not be takcsn to that it ia to be always omitted in one case. 
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SUTRA (41), 


As FOB ITS BEING SPOKEN OF AS ‘ NOT A SACBIFICB THAT IS A 
FIGUBATIVB ASSEBTION. 


Bhasya. 

It has been argued that—" inasmuch as it has been spoken of as 

‘ not a sacrifice’, the 8odaahin cannot find place at the Archetype.” This 

has been answered already; being so enjoined, it is certainly taken up at 
the Archetype.—" How is it then that it is spoken of as ‘ not a sacrifice ’ ? ” 
— Inasmuch as it is optional, in one case that sacrifice would not be there ; 
it is in view of this fact that it is figuratively spoken of as being ‘ not a 
sacrifice ’. 

From all this it follows that the So^ashin appertains to the Archetype. 

The use of this Adhikaranj^i lies in this that, according to the Piirmpak^a, 
the ^o^aahin, would not be taken up at the Archetype, while, according to 
the Siddhanta, it should l?e taken up at it. 


fc’.'k'i'.'j :kI i f. 

*'4 4 t -i 'f y ■■S'” 



AoHiKABAJsrA (10) : The ‘ Sodashin ’ should he taken out 
of the ‘ Z.graya-m ’ vessel. 

SOTRA (42). 

It SHOtFLD BB TAKEN OTIT OF THE AgBAYANA. 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the ^o^ashm, laid down, in the text — ‘ If, knowing this, one 
takes op the J^o4ci8Mn, etc. etc.* — ^In connection with this we have learnt 
that this ^o^ashin appertains to the Archetype. 

How there arises the question — Should this be taken out of the 
Agraycma as well as the Ukihya ? ■ Or out of the Agrayana only ? 

The apparently correct view is that it should he taken out of the Agra/yana. 
— ^Why ? — ^Becaxise of the declaration — ‘ One takes the J^odaahin out of the 
Agrayavia ’. — [This is the SjMhSmta.\ 


S0TRA (43). 

IPilrmpakga^a argumerU against Biddhdnia — continued in Sutras 45 and 46] 
— It sBroiim> be taken out of the Ukthta also — on account 

OF THE DEOIABATION.’’ 



” W© accept the statement that tl^ Sodashin should be taken out of the 
Agrayana j but it should be taken out of the Ukthya also.—Why ? — Because 
of the dedarcOion ; there is this declaration — ‘ One takes the Sodashin out 
of the Ukthya ’. What is there that this declaration cannot do ? — ^Hence 
the conolosion is that the should be taken out of the Ar/rayana 

as also out of the Uktfiyaf^ 


We shaU let this Adhsham^ remain unfinished at this point and shall 
proceed with the following . ^the thread of the Tenth Adhikarana 

being resomed in Sutra 46, and carried on tp SHtra 48]- - ' 
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ADHiKAEA:fA. (11) : The ^ Sodashin^ should he taken uj) 
at the Third ^ Savana \ 

SUTRA (44). 

It should be at the Third ‘ Savana as thebe is a declaration 

TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Jyoti§torm sacrifice ; ia conuectioa with that, we read — 
‘When the So^shin is taken up, one installs within oneself virile sense- 
organs’. . 

In regard to tins* there arises the question — Should the ^odaahin be 
taken up at each ‘ Samna ’ ? Or at the third ‘ Savam ’ only ? 

The Purmpak^a is as follows It should be taken up at each Savana. 
— -Why ? — Because it is found to be spoken of in connection with each 
8aixma, in the text ‘ One takes up the i^o^hin In the matter of an 
act which is amenable to only verbal means of cognition* the verbal text is 
our only source of knowledge. Hence we conclude that the i$o(^shin 
should be taken up at each Savana.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — ^The taking up 
of the $o4aahin should be done at the third Savana . — Why ?— Because there 
ia a declaration to that effect ; there is the declaration — ‘ At the third Savana, 
one takes up the So^aahin out of the dgrayamj, ’ ; such declaration is authori- 
tative for us ; hence the $o4aahin should be taken \ip at the third Savana. 

As for the aasertion that the ^o4aahin should be taken up at each 
Savana, — the declaration to that effect is only for the purpose of eulogising 
the taking up of the J^o(^hin at the third Savana . — ^How so ? — ^The eulogy 

is contained in the following passage — ‘ Prdtahaavane grhyah, drtim 

mtah\ 

SUTRA (46). 

[P-Urvapaksa’s argument of AdM. 10 — continued, from Su. 43] — 

“ Because the teem ‘ parak ’ denotes non-bepetition, 

AS rr TTAs that meaning.” 

Bhd§ya. 

“ For the following reason also we conclude that the ^odaahin should 
be taken out of the Ukthya also -For what reason ? — On account of the 
text — ^ Pardmhamukthy&n nigrhnkdH fodaahinam^ [‘Out of the Ukthya, 
one takes up the later i^fodaahm*} '; where the construction ia ' UkthySt 
nigrhi^Mi' (‘takes out of the Why so? — Because the term 

* parSk ’ denotes non-repetiiion . — ^Why t — Aa it has &uji meaning ; i.e. it is 
found that it has that meaning, — ia such expressions as ‘ pardchih admidhAnl- 
rtmodha \ which means that ? he- reMtdS the unrepeaied SamidhMni verses 
Thus then, denoting non-repetition, it cannot be oonstraed with ‘ UktJyya ^ ; 
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as there can be no sense in the construction ‘ UktJiyaf- anahhyastam* ; the 
right construction is ‘ XJUhym nigrhvMi tarn anabhyastam’.— From all this 
it is cleai ^hat the Sodashin should be taken up out of the UMhya and the 
.sfg'myarus.” 

StJTBA (46). 

[Purva 2 ^tk§a*s argument of AdhL (10) — concluded] — “Also bboatjsb 

THERE IS IH2CLABATION OF ‘ SEPARATION ’ OF THE 

Ukthya,” 

Bhdsya. ' ' , 

“ For the following reason also the Sodashin should be taken up out 
of the JJhthya also : — ‘ For what reason ? ’ — Th&re is declaration of the 
* separation ’ from the UMhya — ^viz. — ‘ When they fetch the UMhyas and the 
Bodmhin out of it, they separate the UMhya ’ s the mention of •* fetohihg * 
clearly shows that the UWiya is the thing from which the BddasMn is 
separated (taken out). For this reason also this Sodashin should be taken 
up out of both (the Agrayana and the UMhya)P 


SUTRA (47). 


[SiDDHANTA — of AdM. (10)] — ^In BEAUTY, IT SHOULD BE OUT OF THE 
AgBAYANA ; BECAUSE THE TERM * PABiK ’ DENOTES -PLACE,— 
LIKE THE TEEM ‘ PUNABADHEYA ’. 





mmuMu, Stamm 




ADHiKABAi^A (12): The ^^odashm\u accompamed bp 
^Stotra'’ and ShaMr a'’ hymns, 

SUTRA (49). 

[FCbvapae^a]— *“ Of acoouft of m coffeotiof wtek ‘Ukthya* 

AFD ‘AGNI^TOMA’, it should BE WITHOUT ‘ StOTBA ' AFD 
‘ ShASTRA ’ ; IF THESE WERE .THEBE, IT WOULD FOBM 
AFOTHEB TbBMIFUS 

Bhd§ya. 

In connection with the subject of the So^ashin, it is deolaxed that — ‘ At 
the Agm^ffoma, it should be taken up for the Bajantfa ; it should be taken 
up in the Ukthya 

In regard to this there arises the question — Is the ^o^ashin to be 
accompanied by Stotra and Shaatra ? Or is it to be without Sto^ and 
8hmtm ? 

The Purvapakfa is as follows : — “ The ^odaaJnn should" be without 
Stotra and Shaatra . — ^Why ? — On acootmt of its connection with Ukthya and 
Agnigtoma ; there is connection with Ukthya and Agni^oma in the text — 
‘ At the Agnigprm, one should take it up for the Rdjanya ; it should be 
taken up at the Ukthya'*, this means that the ^odaahin should be taken 
up during the Agnigtoma-Terminm and the Uktkya-Terminits. Now, this 
sacrifice of the ^o^aahin can belong to the Agni^foma-Termimia only if the 
Oupi^o^ashin) is taken up during that Terminus, and if no Stotra or Shastra 
used therein ; if the Stotra or Shastra is used there, then the process 
would end with the So4^hi-Stoina ; and in that case it would not belong to 
the Agnigtorna-Termmita, nor to the Uktftya-Terminm ; and this would be 
contrary to the following declaration that ‘ At the Agnigtoma one should take 
it for the Bdfanya ; it should be taken up at the Uk^kya \ As a matter of 
fact, the ^odoskin has been laid down in connection with the JyoUgtoma 
as stooompanied by the Agnigfoma, and it is a subsidiary of the Agnigpoma 
tself ; — and no sacrifice is ever subsidiary to the Stotra and Shastra ; as the 
sacrifioe brings forward a definite reward ; while the Stotra and Shastra lead 
to no results. It is only thus, not otherwise, that the Agnigtoma becomes a 
Terounris of the Jyotiftoma . — ^From aU this it follows that the i^o4aahin 
should be without Stotra and Shaqra.*'* 

SCTRA (60). 

[SlDDHiFTA3---lF FACT, IT SHOULD BE AOOOMPAFIED BY ‘ StOTBA* AND 

* Shastra \ because these abb its subsxdiabebs, 

Bha^ya. 

In fact, the aAouZd ho accompanied by Stotra and Shastra , — 

why ? — Became these are its subsidiaries ; Stotra and Shastra are subsidiaries 



of the sacrifice, conseqwent upon the taking up of the Cup. — ^How so ? — 
There is the declaration that — ‘Taking up the Cup, or raising the Ladle, 
one recites the iS««»£ra % — ^which shows that when the mraingency {ca\ise, 
in the shape of the Taking up of Iht Cup) is there, the Contingent (reciting 
of the Stotra) must be there. Hence it follows that the Sodashin should be 
accompanied by Stotra and Shastra. 


SUTRA (61). 


Also because we eeno ae iebicattve text. 


St5TRA (52). 


IE IT IS AEOTHEE " TeBMINUS THAT IS DUE TO A DIEECT 
DECLABATIOE. 






Adjeiikaeana (13) : At the ‘ Ahgirasdm Dvirdtm\ there is 
‘ preclmion ’ of the ‘ iSo^shin \ 

SOTRA (63). 

[P0RVAPAK§a]— “ Oh ACCOtJNT OF ABSEHCE, Ff IS TAKEN UP 
AT THE ATIRATRAS.” 

Bhdeya. 

There is the ‘ DiHraira', in e« -nnectiori with which it is 

declared — ‘On the previous day there is tht? Vailch-Jnasa Saman, on the 
next day, the Sodashhi*. 

In regard to this, there arises the qu»raioi.i- -Is t.his an injunction of 
the So4aahin ? Or a preclusion of if froin cases where it is already 
admisaihle ? ' 

■ The Furvapakm is as follows Here we have the injunction of the 
^o^iishin which is not othetpds© adnu.^sibio. Afi for the General Law it is 
purely inferential, and it cannot rendrr nnyihitig admissible which is already 
directly enjoined as to be used el8e\ih»‘ie j ub for instance, in the case in 
question, the l^o^ahin has been enjoined as cuuning in ‘ on the second day, 
at the Dmrdtra ’ ; hence in so far as thn ' AMilmmtn dvirdtra ’ is concerned,' 
the admissibility of the ^otfashin carumt bt’ takon to be indicated by tihe 
General Law; and hence it follows that the sentence in question should 
be taken as enjoining the ^o4ashm, which is not already admissible,” 

S0TRA (64). 

[SiduhInta} — ^In fact, there should be connection ; as the 

INJUNCTION IS AN ISOLATED ONE. 

Bhd$ya, 

In foci, ih&te should he connection ; Le. the declaration in question — 

* On the previous day, the Vaikhdnasa etc. etc. ’ is for the puip>ose of pre- 
cluding the ^o^ashin from another sacrifice. — “How can there be such 

* connection ’ ? ” — Because the injimction is an isolated om ; — “ Which is the 
isolated injunction ? ” — The iojuAction that ‘ the SodU^shin is teiken up at the 
second day of the Dvirdtra ’ ; it is the ^o^asMn rendered admissible by this 
injunction that is spoken of ip' the text in question, which, thus, means 
that — ‘ The ^o^ashin, whi<di has been enjoined (in the said isolated injunc- 
tion) as to be taken up at the Dvwdtra, should be taken up at the Aihgirasdm- 
DvkdSura, wA at oBmr Dvirdtms 



ADHYlYA X, PiDA V, ADHIKARANA (13). 
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X as an 
li down 


[The Nydyamdla remarks that the former presentation of the AdhihoLra/iya is 
according to the Vrttikara's interpretation, and the latter is in accordance with the 
interpretation of the BMfj/a-Mra himself.] 




Adhekaba^a ( 14 ): The ^ Sodashin" is to be taken dp at 
ike .several ‘ AMna ’ sacrijkes. 

SCTRA (65). 

[POBVAP/K^Ajh”**’!^ 8KNTKNOS1 * OffATUBTHfi CHATOBTHE’hA^'I JOBl- 

NASYA G^HYATS’ SHOTOD B® ITNBEBSTOOD TO MEAH THAT 
TOEHE SHOtriiD B® BKPBTITIOH ; AS DST THE CASE OF 

‘ JlATUrG 

Bhd?ya. 

In reference to the $o4a'tStm, it lias been declared — ‘ OJwAwnM chaturffiM 
ahani aMnasya grhyede ’ [* The §o4a^f>^ is taken, np on the fourth day and 
the fotirth day 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does this mean that at 
one and the same Aftina sacrifice, the ^odatMn shonld be repeated (on the 
fourth day) ? Or, that it should be repeated in the sense that it should be 
taken up at the fourth day of each of the Ahma-mcr^ices ? 

The Purvapakfa m m foHoiWS : — “ It should be repeated at one and the 
same Afdna, — ^Why? — ^Because the tmct cmtains the word "oMnasya^ 
which means ‘ of one Ahina ’ ; if it were taken as standing for several Ahunae, 
this oould be only by Indvrpet IndiaOion, while under our view it is Direct 
Denotation. Further, if several Ahinaa had been meant, then the repetition 
(of the word ‘OhaturthS’) would have been entirely superfluous; and the 
required idea would have been obtained by the simple expression ‘ ChaHirihM 
ahani dMmasya * (* on the fourth day of the AMna *). If, on the other hand, it 
refeirs to a single AMna, then the repetition servos a useful purpose. Hence 
the ^o^aehm should he repeated at one and the same Ahma ; — Wee eating ; 
Just as in the care of the expression * ChiAijaMM chatarthe ahani devadoMo 
hhvnMe it is understood to mean that ‘ having eaten on the fowrth day, 
he eats again on another fotuih day daring the same fortnight ’, — similarly 
should it be in the care in question also. — From aU this it follows that there 
should be repetition at the same Ahina.** 

SCTRA (66). 

[StoDHlETA] — fact, BP SHX>tJI>]> B® TAKE® HP AT SEVEBAL AhTNAS J 

BECAtrSE OP THE lODSTIOH OP THE EHMBBK ; AS IN THE CASE 
OP THE * FoBTHTGHBT * | AS IT IS ONLY THUS THAT THE 
EXnCBBB SSBVES A HBEPHL PUEPOSE. 

BhS^. 

In fact, the J^o4athin is taken up on the fourth day of several AMna 
saedfioes ; as it is only in this way that ti^re would be a number of ‘ taking 
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up In one AMna, there caa be oiily one ‘ fonrth day *, the other wonld 
be the ‘eighth day’. — ^It has been argued that — “ -under the Purvapak§a 
view the term ‘ aMna ’ wotdd be taken in its direct denotaticm. — It is 
true that there would be direct denotation; but mere direct denotation 
cannot do anything; as the character of ‘fourth’ would not be there. In 
our view, there is Indirect Indication, and this does serve a useful purpose, — 
Further, -under our view, there need be no indirect indication either; as 
ttie number (in ‘ ahani *) may be taken as standing for ihe generic 

entity. — ^It has been argued that “repetition would be supOTftuous”; — 
but that is not right ; merely because a certain term would be superfluous, 
there can be no justification for assuming a meaning of words whidb. the 
words do not express at all. — From all this it follows that the §o4ashm is 
to be taken up at the several AMnaa-, — aa in the case of the ^fotfnigM' ; 
in the case of the expression ‘ panchamydm panchcmyam it is 

understood to mean the fifth day of two distinct fortnighia ; the same should 
be the case in the present instance also . — We conclude therefore that the 
J^o4ashin should be taken up at several Ahinaa, 

StJTBA (57). 

In the case of ‘ Eating the nximbeb can be apfiioablb. 
Ehasya. 

It has been argued that “ it should be as in the case of Eating ” ; — ^but 
in the case of Eating, it is by implication that the other day also is regarded 
as the ‘ foiirth ’ ; that is, the second occasion of eating would be the ‘ fourth ’ 
day only when it is coxmted from the first occasion of Eating, which alone 
is really the ‘ fourth day ’ ; — in the case of the Ah^na, that occasion would 
be the eighth day. ■ In the case of an act (like sacrifice) which is governed 
entirely by Verbal authority, we can imderstand only that much as is actually 
expressed by the word ; and not on the basis of secular practice. Thus then, 
it is only right that in the case of Eating (which is a secular act), the ordinary 
secular practice should be followed ; in the case of the Ahlna however (which 
is a VecLic act), that alone can be admitted which is expressed by the word. 


Adhikabaija (15): It is at the Ectype that the ‘ Grahas^ 
should he led hy ‘ Agrayana 


SUTRA (58). 

In the case of the tebm ‘ Jagatsaman — ^rsrASMtrcH as t^eee is 

NO SUCH SAMAN — THE SaMAN WOTOD TAKE THAT NAME 
THEOIJGH THE VEESE. 

BM§ya. 

In connection with the Jyoti^pma, we read — ‘ Yadi rathantarasama 

Ya&i jagataamd cigrayaridgran ’ [‘If the Soma-sacrifice 

should be one at which the Rathariiara-Saman is chanted, then the grdhae 

should be led by those dedicated to Indra-Vdyu If it is one at 

which the Jagat-Sdman is sung, the grdhas should be led by the Agrayana ’.] 
This second sentence is the subject-matter for consideration. 

•In regard to this, the question that arises is — Does this character of 
hiing led by the Agrayaim find place in the Archetype ? Or in the Eetype ? 

The Pdrvapakqa is as follows : — “ In accordance with the Context, it 
should find place in the Archetype. As a matter of fact, the sacrifice referred 
to in the expression ‘ if the Soma-sacrifice be one at which the Jagat- 
Sdman is chanted ’ is the Jyoti^foma itself (which is the. Archetype), — ^the 
name JagcUsdmd* being applied to it by some sort of relationship — of 
quality or of action. 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta ; — Even though we 
find the term * Jagatsdman ’ actually used, yet ii is thrcnigh the verse alone 
thcd tite Soman coidd take ihcU nawie.— Why so ? — Because there is no such 
Sctmcm ; in the whole of the Samavida, there is no such Sdman as ‘ Jagat- 
sdma ’ ; hence that sacrifice alone can be called ‘ Jayatsdmd ’ at wliich the 
Sdman is chanted over a verse in the Jagafi metre (as the basic verse) ; — and 
such a sacrifice is the Vi^txd (an Ectypal sacrifice). — “But the Vi^vat 
haA been spoken of as being one at which the grahas are led by Shukra — 
That does not afieot the case f this latter may be taken as pertaining to cases 
where the Vi^uvcd is performed with a view to a particular reward, — ^From 
aU this it foEows that the character in question is to find place in the Ectypal 
Sacrifice, Vi^vcU. 


This same Sdtra (68) may |m 9 explained difierently as embodying the 
foBowing AdOiikarava. 



ADHYlYA X, PlDA V, ADHIKABANA (16). 
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ADHiKARAm (16) : The imme ^ Jagatsamd^ applies to the 
‘ Visuvat’ sacrifice. 

StjTRA(58). 

Is- THE CASE OE THE TEEM ‘ JaGATSAMAH — ^INASMUCH AS THEBE IS 

HO SUCH SAMAH, — THE SaMA WOULD TAKE THAT NAME THEOUGH 
THE VEBSB. 

Bhdsya. 

The text for consideration is the same as above — ‘ Yadi jagcdsdmd 
ograycmdgrdn grahdn grhndti 

In regard to this there arises the question— What is it that is meant 
by ‘ Jagatsamd ’ ? (a) Is it one that has either of the two Sdmans — Bathan- 
tara or Bfhai ? (6) Or that wliich has both these Sdmam ? (c) Or is it 

that which has the Rathantara only ? (d) Or is it that wherein the Sarmn 
is chanted over a basic verse in th.& Jagatl-metre ? 

The Pvrva/paJc^a is as follows: — “(a) It is that at which the Soman is 
either Ratfiantara or Brhat, — ^Why ? — Because there is no reason for dis- 
criminating between the two. That it is so is indicated by the fact that 
the Jyoti^tmna is the sacrifice dealt with in the Context, and at tliis sacrifice 
either of the two Sdmam may be chanted.— (6) Or, that sacrifice may be 
regarded as ‘ J agatsdmd ’ at which both the said Sdmans are chanted ; the 
term 'jagat' denotes whole; and the Jyotietoma could be spoken of as 
having the ‘ whole Sdman ’ only if it had both the Sdmans ; if only one of 
the two alone were used, then the term '' jagai ’ could not be taken as a 
qualifying term, and it would have to be regarded as being of no signi- 
ficance at all. Hence it follows that it must be a sacrifice having both the 
Sdmam. — (c) Or, that may be regarded as 'Jagatsamd' which has the 
Raihankura only ; as the basic verse of the Rathantara — ‘ Ishdnamasya 
jagatah svarrdrsham' — contains the term 'jagat'. If the 'Jagatsamd' 
were that at which both {Rathantara and Brhat) are chanted, then the 
Injunction in question would be doing what is already done, and as such 
it would be superfluous. Hence there can be no combination of those two 
at the Archetype ; so that tliat alone can be regarded as ‘ Jagatsamd ' at 
which the Rathantara alone is chanted,” 

In answer to the above, we have the following SiddfUinta : — ^That is 
called ' J agatsdmd ' at which the Sdman is chanted over a basic verse in the 
Jagatl metre. This is tlie view that is supported by the direct denotation 
of the term. Otherwise, if the term were taken as standing for the Rathantara- 
Sdman, the verse would indicate the word and the word would indicate the 
Sdman ; so that there would be in/dncqbwe, vndicaUon. For this reason the 
name ' J agatsdmd ’ should be taken as standing for that at which this Sdman 
is chanted over a basic vescse in the Jagc^-metre. Thus then, it is tlirough 
the verse (in the J agati metre) that -the Sdman named ‘ Jagat ' would be 
taken as occurring at the Wwfice.-— ‘‘ But the FifwwU has been 
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declared to be Shukragra (whereas tho 'Jagatsdmd is spoken of aa ' Agra* 
yartdgra ’) ’’.—That does not affect onr position ; as that would be taken as 
referring to that case of Vi^vo^ where it is performed with a view to a 
definite reward. — -From all this it follows that the character in question 
should find place at the Vi^vai ; which is an ectypal sacrifice. 



Adhikaeana (17) ; At the ^ Samsava^ sacrifice^ neither the 
^ Agriy avail' nor the ‘ Uf avail' verse is to he used, 

StJTEA (69). 

[PObvapaksa (A)]— “At a sagbificb where both SImans are 

CHANTED, THAT WHICH IS CONTINGEHT SHOULD BE USED 
OPTIONALLY, BECAUSE BOTH ARE EQUAL.” 

BTiasya. 


There are certain sacrifices called Ubhayasaman ' {‘where both 
Samans are clianted ’), — anch as ‘ Both should be chanted at the Bamsam ’ ; 
— again in connection with Sjcdha sacrifice called Apaehiti, we read — ‘ Both,, 
the Eathantara and the Brhat, should be chanted ’ ; — now contingent upon 
the adoption of the Bathaniara or of the BfJiat, we have the rule that ‘ in 
connection with the Eathantara, one should adopt the verse containing 
the term ‘ upa and in connection with the Bfhat, one should adopt the 
verse containing the term ‘ agriya 

Now there arises the following question : — (a) Should the verse adopted- 
be eUher the one contingent upon the Eaihantara-Sdman (i.e. the verse with 
* Upa*), or that contingent upon the Brhat-Bdman (i.e. the verse with 
‘ agriya ’), and there should be option ? — Or (6) Should that alone be adopted 
which is contingent upon the Eathantara-Sdman ? Or (c) Should that be 


adopted which is contingent upon something totaUj^' different (from both 
Eathantara and Brhat) ? 

The Purvapak^a is as follows : — “ One should adopt that contingent 
upon either the one or the other, — rthere being option . — ^Why ? — Because 
the admissibility of both is equal, and combination of both is impossible ; 
— nor is there any reason for selecting either .one of the two to the exclusion 
of the other, — ^justifying the adopting of that contingent upon one, and not 
that contingent upon the other ; nor is it possible to adopt both the verses. 
Hence there must be option.” 

SUTRA (60). 

[POrvapak§a (B)]— “ Or, predominance should be the 

DETERMINING EACTOE.” 


“ It has been argued that the admissibility of both is equal and there 
is no reason for selecting either one ol the .two i—but we say that there is 
such a reason, in the shape of ' pred<^imne&*,, which, as applying to the 
Eathantara, consists in its being mentioried first j; as is going to be explained 
. 23.’” 


t?«# 


m 
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shabara-bhS§ya : 


SUTRA (61). 

[SiDDHANTA] — Isi TAOT, OH AOOOtTNT OF THE ABSENCE OF THE CON- 
TINOENCIBS, the ACTpON SHOULD BE DETIKMINBD BY 
THE SACBIFrOE ITSELF. 

Bhd§ya. 

The term 'v& ’ (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the views set forth 
above. 

There shonld be exolnsion of both the contingencies {Brhat as well 
aa Bathankira), and the sacrifice alone should be regarded as the determining 
factor j such being the case, it would be a case neither of Rathantara-Sdman 
jttor of Bf:‘hat-Sdmani in fact, the Sdman would be made up of both; con- 
sequently the verse adopted should be neither the one with ‘ Upa ’ nor the 
on© ■mth ‘ Agfnya’; that alone may be adopted which is related to the 
Aoer^ce itself. 



Adhikabana (18) : The Gup dedicated to Indra-Vdyu is 
not to he Irought up before all Cups, 

StTRA(62). 

[PtjRVAPAKSA] — “ Inasmuch as the Cup dedicated to Indea-Viyu 

IS SPOKEN OP AS THE ‘ FOREMOST IT SHOULD BE BROUGHT 
UP AT THE BEGINNING.” 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Jyoti^toma we read— ‘ Vag v& aindravayavo 
yadmndravdyavdgni graha grhyante vddmrmvavarundU * [where the ‘ aindta- 
myava ’ cnp is spoken as the ‘ agra % ‘ first ‘ foremost.’, of all cups while 
in the Mantm-kd^da and the Bmhma'oa-katj,da, the order of the Chips is 
as follows (1) Updmshu-graha, (2) Antarydma-graha, (3) Aindravayam- 
graha, (4) Maitrdvarwm-graha and so forth, where the Aindravdyam has the 
third place]. 

In regard to this there arises the question— In accordance with the 
text quoted— Should the ‘ aindravdyamgraha ’ (Cup dedicated to Indm- 
Vayu) be brought {from the third place) to the beginning, before all the 
rest, even before the Upd-mshu and the Antaryama Cups? Or is it to be 
taken up only before the Shukrd,manthi-C\ipa ? 

The Purvapak^a view is as follows Cvp dedicated to Indra- 
Vdyu should be brought up before all the rest.—Why ^—Because it is spoken of 
as the ‘ agra ’ C foremost ’, ‘first ’) ; the text quoted above clearly lays down 
the first place for the Cup dedicated to Indra- Vdyu — ‘ Aindravdyavdgretm 
grhndti\— which clearly means that the Cup dedicated to Indra-Vdyu should 
be dealt with before all the other Cups : so that, without any distinction, all 
the Cups should be treated so that the Cup dedicMed to Indra-Vdyu comes 
before them. If the Cup in question were not brought up before all the others, 
then the XJpdmshu and Antaryama Gups would not be such as have the 
Cup dedicated to Indra-Vdyu before them. On the other hand, when the 
Cup IS brought up before aU, then all the Cups become such as have the Cup 
dedicam to Indra-Vdyu before them.— Then, as a matter of fact, the text in 
question does not enjoin merely the ‘ first ’ place for the Cup dedicated to 
Indra-Vdyu; if that had beeix enjoined, then that would have been fulfilled 
by naakmg that Cup * first ’ in relation to any few Cups what is actually 
enjoined is that character of all Uve Cyps which consists in having the Gup 
dedicated to Indra-Vdyu before them, { hence (acooi'ding to this Injunction) 
^at cliaracter has to be brought about the Cups; consequently the 
Cup has got to be brought up beforp aB|he Oqps.— ‘ How do you know that 
what IS enjoined is the character cir:^!hhe Cups That it is so is clear 
from the assertion itself ^ One ahoUl<a m^ke^tho Cups such as have the Ayndra- 
I'oyow Cup before them* f what- thlt ; g^t^ce lays down is not that the 



Onp shoold b© ‘made’ ; what is asserted is that 1M OMfJS should be made 
such as have that particular Oup before them; so that the character of 
being ‘ first ’ (as belonging to the Aindravdyava-Oup) is, not for ite own 
sake, but only for imparting the aforesaid character to the other Oups.— 
From all this it foHoTO that the Gup dedicated to Indm-Vdyit shouM be 
brought up before all the Oups.” 


StJTEA (63). 


[SIDBHINTA] — B-AOT, the cups, ttAtTDSa THE PAETHOUIiAE 0HABAC3TBR 
ABB EQUAIiLY ENDOWED WITH THAT OHABAOTEB; AND WHAT IS 
MEANT BE ‘ AgRA ’ SHOULD, ON THE BASIS OI' THE 

Context, be taken to be that the Cup 

IN QUESTION SHOULD BE DEALT WITH IN 
ITS OWN PLACE. 


Bha§ya. 

The term ‘opi t>5’ (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the view Set forth 
above. 

The Cup in question should not be brought up before all the rest ; it 
should be taken up in its own place. — “ Why ? ” — Because what is enjoined 
in the text is not the fact of the Oup in question being the ‘ first ’ , — which 
would be the indication of Syntactical Coimection ; what is enjoined is the 
tfi.TriTtg up of the Oups ot which the Oup in question is^ the ‘ agra ’ 
(first), as is directly expressed by the words of that text which lays down 
that ‘ in the ease of the Somasaoriflce being one at which the Raihardara-’ 
Sdman is chanted, those Oups which have been declared to have the Amdra- 
V&yava Gup as their first should, by reason of that character, be taken up in 
that particular order’ ; so that the ‘ taking up ’ enjoined is only of those Oups 
that, in their own normal position, have the Aind/ramyava Cup before them 
[and not of those that are made so by the transference of the Avndira-Vciyava 
Oupl. Hetv^ we conclude that the Aindra-Vdyava Oup is not to be brought 
up before ^ tiis rest. 

StJTRA (64). 

Also because of the pbbsbnob of the teem ‘Dhaba’. 


Bhd^ya. 

Further, in the text speaking of the Aindka-Vaycmt Oup,^ we the 
term ^dkSrd^ (‘ stream ’)-*-* AarteS avyamidichhinnayd dhdrayd gfhrtSH^ ; 
from which it is <dear that what is Imd down is the taking up of those dhdrd- 
grahaa only which have the Aindm-Vdyava Gup before them [and not of 
all 




ABHiKABAisrA (19) : Even when the desire for a reward is 
there, the Aindramyava Clip is not to he brought 
up before all. 

SCTTRA (65). 

[PtJBVAPAK§A]-— ‘‘ W hen thekb is desieb bob bbwabd mesttionbd^ 

THE Cup must be BBOUGHT to the BEOINiriNG, BECAUSE OP 
THE DECLABATIOH TO THAT EPPEOT.” 

Bhd§ya. 

In some cas^ we have a declaration of the Gitp dedicated to Indra- 
Vdyu in reference to the presence of a desire for rewards j e.g. ‘ One who 
desires that there shonld be oHsprings as before should take up the Cups in 
such a way as to make the Aindmvdyava Grip the first 

In regard to this, ibere arises the question — Should the Cup in question 
be brought up before all the rest ? Or should here also the Oup be taken 
in its own place ? 

The apparent answer to the question is that, in accordance with the 
principle arrived at in the preceding AdhiTcara/tyx, the Cup in question should 
be taken up in its own place. 

Ars against this, we have the following PUrvapak ^ : — “ In a case where 
there is desire for reward mentioned, the Cup must he brought up before all 
the rest.— Why ? — Becmtse of the dedaration to that effect ; there is the direct 
declaration to the effect that ‘ one who desires that there shoiild be off- 
springs as before should take up the Cups in such a way as to TURlra the 
Aindravdyam Cup the first ’ ; this declaration would serve a useful purpose 
only if it were taken as laying down the fact of the Ainda-ctod^am Oup coming 
before aU others, and if, in accordance with this the said Cups were actually 
brou^t up before all the rest. If it were taken (as Suggested by the 
SiddhaMin in the preceding AdMkcmx^) that what is laid down is only the 
taking up of the Cups of which the Aisxdravayava is the first, — ^then the 
declaration woxild not lead to any particular form of activity (and as such, 
would be futile). Hence it follows that the Oup in question must be brought 
up before all the rest.” 

SUTBA (66). 

[Siddhahta] — ^Inas^oh as the teem ‘agba’ is belated to those 

OOOUPyiEG A CEBTADT POSmOH, THE DBC3LABATION SPEAKJHG 
OE THE DESIBE BOB EBWABD SHOULD BEEEB TO THOSE ; 

SPECIALLY OH AOOOUHT OF THE PBESEHOE OF 
WHAT JS ESSEHTIAL. 

Ehdfya . , , . 

- X What has been saM regar<b^ the Cup in question having to he 
brought up before aU the rest is niot right ^ the order of sequence can bo 
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duly followed only when the Oup is taken up in its own place in the series; 
hence it must be taken up in its own place. — ^It has been argued that “ on 
account of the text laying down the first place for the Gup, it mmt be brought 
up before all the rest ” ; — hut that is not so ; in fact, what the text lays 
down ifJ in relation to those Cups which in their own normal position in the 
‘ stream % have the Aindravdyava Oup before them ; — the reward in question 
would be brought about only if there were the ‘ taking up ’ of just those 
Cups which have that character of having the Aindravdyava before it ; 
thus alone would the Direct signification of the words be followed ; while 
yeur view would have the support of Syntactical Connection ; and Direct 
Assertion is more authoritative than Syntactical Connection. — ^It has been 
argued that — “ if the declaration were taken as the injunction of the taking 
up (of just these Cups), then it would not lead to any particular form of 
activity — The answer to this is that there are two distinct connections — 
by one oonnection, the essential (compulsory) act (of Talcing up) is related 
to the desire for reward^ the meaning being that * the particidar reward 
-should be obtained by means of the Taking up \ — and by the other connec- 
tiott, there is the essential act by itself (without reference to any reward),— 
in the sens© that ‘ one should take up those Cups which have the Aindm* 
vdyava Oup before them ’ ; — so that the particular form of activity is duly 
scoured. Hence the declaration in question should be taken as laying down, 
4W a means of securing the reward, the taking up of the Oup in its own place ; 
so tliat the Oup in question has to be taken up in its own place in the 




Jj>H 3 KA»A!^A (20) : The G'u^s which have the Ashvina Gw^ 
m their forewJod have to he brought forward, 

SCTRA (67). 

[PCfBViOflB:§A]-^“ In otboeb oasbs also, the teem ‘aoba’ 

SHOTTED BE TABaEN AS BEEOBE.” 

Bha$ya. 

There is the J.yoii§pma sacrifice ; in connectioDi with which there are 
•mentioned Gups other than that dedicated to Indra~V5yu, in connection 
with a desire for particfular results : — (a) ‘ For one who is ill, one should 
tafce up the Oups with thelJ!»^oina-Oup as the foreman (“ agra *’) % (6) ‘For 
one who is performing a malevolent rite, one diould take up the Oups with 
the Bhukm-Gup as the foremost % (c) ‘ For one against whom a malevolent 
rite is beix^ performed, one should take up the Oups with the MmOhm Oi/Vp 
m the for®mosfe 

regard to ^ this, there arises the question, — should, in all th^ oases 
also, the Gups specified as ‘foremost’ be taken up in their own places? 
Or should they be brought up before all the other Oups ? 

The P'Qrvapak 9 a is as follows In other cases, in the taking 
up of Oups other than the AwdravSyam, — also the term * agra ’ foremost ’) 
Atouid be taken as before i he. the Cups should be taken up in their own 
places j and the result desired would be connected with those Oups of which 
.certain Oups have been mentioned as the * foremost 

StrTRA (68). 

{Siddhanta] — ^In pact, it ^should be bbotjght tjp; beoattse the 

*AGBA’, which is OONNECnaBD WITH the essential paotob, 

HAS NO OONNEOnON (WEEH TBDffl BBSXJLl). 

BM§ya. 

The Oups in question should be brou^t back before the 
<Gup. — “Why ? ”-^Beoauae in this case the desire for results has no con- 
nection with the essential factor. — ^Tf the desire were present in the case of 
the essential act also, the term * agra * — as appearing in the words ‘ &sJvom&- 
pr&n* and mxnJdiycigr&n * — could not be appUoable to it; because the 
presence of that declaration is not found to give rise to any particular 
form of activity ; while if it were withdrawn to before the Aindravapava 
Oup, tbm the said declaration would serve a tuiefal purpose. — Then s^;ain, the 
Oups in question are those that are used at the Archetype, and in reference 
to these the sentenge in question lays down ti»e character of having the A.shvma 
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for their first and of having the Shukrafor their first. Hence it follows that the 
Cups in question should be brought up to the beginning. 

StJTRA (69). 

Thebe is a text iNDioAGraa the said ‘ BEmamG trp 
Bhdsya. 

There is the text — * Dhdrayeyustam ymn hamdya grhniyuh, aindra- 
v&yavam grhUvd sddayet yam hdmaya gfhniyvh’. [‘They should 
hold that which they have taken up with the desire for a certain result ; 
having taken up the Aindravdyava Cup, they should deposit that which they 
have taken up with the desire for a result ’] ; — ^here it is said that that is 
to be held which has been taken up with the desire for a certain result, 
which shows that the Aindravayava Oup is to be taken up. — ^For this reason 
also the Cups in question should be brought up before all the rest. 







AriTmr A-R ,Ai^A. (21) : The * Ashvina ’ and other Gups are to 
he brought forward just before the ‘ Aindravdyaim^ 

Cup. 

S0TBA (70). 

It should be pmob to the ‘ AindbayIyava ’ ; beoatjsb that is 

-THE POSmOH ASSIGNED TO THE ‘ AGBA 

Bhdspa. 

There is the Jyoti^toma, sacrifice ; in connection with that certain 
Oups are spoken of as coming after the Aindravayava Onp, and as to be taken 
up for the fulfilment of certain desires ; — e.g. ‘ Ashvin&grdn graMn grh^dti 
4mayavinah \ ‘ !For one who is ill, one should take up the Cups with the 
Ashvina Oup as the first ’ ; — ‘ SJmhrdgranabMchmatah ‘ For one . who is 
perfo rmin g a malevolent rite, the Oups with the Shukra Oup as the first ’ 

‘ Mamihyagrdnahhicharyamdrbosya', ‘For one against whom a malevolent rite 
is being performed, the Gups with the Manikin Oup as the first — ^It has 
been settled (in the preceding Adhikaraim) that these Oups are not to be 
taken up in their places, but are to be brought forward. 

Now there arises the question — ^Are these to be brought forward prior 
to all the Oups ? Or prior to some Oups (without any restriction) ? — Or 
prior definitely to the Aindravdyava Oup ! 

The Purvapahga is that—** as there is no rule laying down the exact 
place whereto the Oups in question are to be brought forward, there can 
be no restriction [and they may be brought forward anywhere one likes].” 

In answer to this we have the following SiddhdrUa: — They shoutd he 
brcmgkt forward prior to the Aindrad&yava Oup ; — why ? — because that is the 
position assigned to the * agra ’ ; it has been recognised that the place meant 
by the term * agra ’, ‘ first ’ (as occurring in * dshvmdgrdn * and other words), 
is that after the Updmshu and Antaryama Oups, and before the Aimds-avdyava 
Oup. — “ How so ? ” — ^In accordance with the previous text — ‘ If the Soma- 
sacrifice should be one at which the Bathantara-Saman is chanted, one 
takes up the Oups with the Aindramyam as the first ’ — the Cups have been 
taken up at the Archetype as with the Aindrav&yam as the first and in 
this text the taking up of these Oups has been laid down as in relation to the 
Aindtravdyava Oup ; — and having been laid down there, it cannot be taken 
as laid down again in connection with * those having the Ashvina for their 
first’, or ‘those having the Shuhra fca: their first’, or ‘those having the 
Mcmthin for their first ’ ; — Whence all that the text in question can be taken 
as laying down is the fact of these being the ‘ first ’ ; — now here the Oups 
that have been spoken of in the context are '* those having the Amdravdyam 
for their first ’ ; so that when the question arises, as to what one should do, 
in the case of one perEorming a malevolent rite, to * the Oups with the 
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Shukra as the QrBp \ — fche ajoswer is that he should ‘take these up’; and 
this naturaEy has to he taken along with the Context ; we easmot connect 
the ‘ ShukrSgran ’ with simply ‘ grahan ’ ; as there would he no term ex- 
pressing the ‘ taking up — With what then is it to be connected ?— It has 
to be connected with the term. ‘ aindravayavdgra ’ which appears in the context^ 
— ^the full sentence being ‘ Slmkragrdn grh^iyM aindravayavdgrun ’ (in the sense 
that ‘ one should take up the Cups with the Shvhra as the first, whidi are 
prior to the Aindravdyava’) ; and what these Cups are has been dwcribed 
there. — ^Thus the conclusion is that the Cups in question are to be brought 
forward prior to the Aindravdyava Cup. 

SOTRA (71). 

Also bboattsb thiib pbobebties abb similab. 


Ihe Cups in question have properties similar to those of the Amdrewd- 
yam j in the latter we find the presence of the ‘ stream ’ ; hence we con- 
clude that when the text speaks of the ‘ fitrst it is in relation to those Cups 
that are connected with the ‘stream’. 

StTRA (72). 

To THE SAME END WE BIND AN INDICATIVE TEXT ALSO. 

Bhd^a. 

There is the text — * Dharayeyustam yam kdmdya grhniyuh, aindra- 
vdyamm gthUvcl, eadayU, atha tarn addayet yam kdmdya grhmytth ' — where 
the holding of the Aindravdyava is spoken of as coming after the holding 
of the Cup that has been taken up with the desire for a certsun reward. — 
This also shows that the Cups in question should be brought forward prior 
to the Afwdroedj/otjo Cup. 
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forward, 
StJTRA (73). 


DHPOSTTING ’ AI«0 ; AS TT IS SITBSIDIABY, 


BMaya. 

There is the declaration — ‘ Aahvindgrdn grhmydi dma/mydvvM^, ahvkrd- 
grdn grhmyut (A>%ichmaic^, manihyagran gfh^St abhicharywndtjmf/a* i— 
it has been explained that the Ckjps spoten of here are to be brought up 
prior to the Aindmvayava Gup. 

Now there arises the question — ^Is the ‘ depositing ’ also (of these Oups) 
to be brought up ? — Or not ? 

We assert (says the Pumapak^in) that " there being no declaration tch 
that effect, the Depoaiting should not be brought forward ; our sole authority 
is the Vedio word; and what the Vedic word lays down is the bringing 
forwcatd of the ‘ Taking up ’ of the Oups, not of the ‘ depositing ’ ; hmoe- 
the Deposit^ is not to be brought forward.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — Th& ‘ depoaMng *' 
also — should be brought forward ; — why ? — because the ‘ depositing ’ is. 
only subsidiary to the ‘ taking up ’ -the taking up of the Oups is for the 
purposes of offering; and this offering has got to be done of several 
substances at one and the same time ; they could not be used for being 
offered as libations unless they were depoaiteti, kept in proper places; in fact„ 
it is by depoaiting that the taking up becomes fit for the act of offering ;•> — 
hence it follows that the deposiimg is subsidiary to the Taking up ; and 
hence when the Taking up is brought forward, the Depoaiting must also hen 
brought forward. 

BtrmA (74). 


Also BBOA-trsB we raisrD isdioatite texts, 

Bha^ya. 

A text is also found to be indicative of the same conclusion. — ” Which 
text f ‘ yam kam&ya gfhmyuh, amdrandyavmn grhUvS 

aSdayStf atha tarn aMaySt yam k&wAya this clearly shows that the- 

depoaiiif^ also has to be brought forward. 


Ai>bikaba:^a (23): The 'offering' is not to he brought 
forward. 

S^RA (75). 

[P(Tevapak§a] — “The "ofebbing’ also should be treated like 

THE * DEBOSTHEG 
BMaya. 

There is the following declare tioa — ‘ Ashvina^ran grhndti amay&mnah, 
ehukragrdimibhich(mUah, manthyagranabhicharyama'msya’ it has been estab- 
lished that when the ‘ taking np ’ of these Oups is brought forward, their 
‘ depositing ’ is also brought forwa i d. 

Now there arises the question — When the ‘ taking up ’ has been brought 
forward, is the ‘ offering ’ also brought forward ? Or not ? 

The PUrva^ah^a is as follows ; — “ The offering is brought forward.^ — 
Why? — Because of the relationship; the taking, up and the offering are 
mutually oonnected ; as the Cup is idfcen up only for being offered ; it is only 
thus that it serves a visible purpose ; otherwise, all that is done after the 
‘depositing’ would be for an unseen purpose; — -the Taking up however 
is not for an unseen purpose ; heneo whenever, at any other time, the offering 
is to be made, the kdeing up has to’ be done. Such being the case, whenever 
there is Taking up, Offerir^ must be there ; such being the connection (be- 
tween the Taking up and the Offering), the Offering has to be treated like the 
Depositing ; that is, just as on tho bringing forward of the Taking up, the 
Depositing is brought forward, similarly the Offering also should be brought 
forward.” 

SOTRA (76). 

As A MATTBB, OF FACT, IT IS HOT SO ; BECAUSE IT IS THE PB.IHCIPAL 
FAOTOB ; AS FOB THE ‘ DEPOSrmsrC IT IS TREATED AS ABOVE 
BECAUSE rr IS A SUBSIDIARY FACTOR. 

Bhdgya. 

It is not true that the offering is brought forward. Because the offering 
is the principal factor ; it is not a mere auxiliary to the Taking up ; — hence 
it is not brought forward (along with the Taking up). It has been argued 
that it should be treated like the Depositing ; — ^but Depositing is a subsidiary 
factor ; that is why it is brought forward. 


A»HU ARAJJA (24) : The mention of ‘ Aindravdyavdgra \ in 
connection with ihe ‘ Tryanllca * is for Hhe purpose 
of pointing out the similarity of procedure, 

StJTRA (77). 

:£PCBVAPAK§A] — “ In connection \mH the TEYANlKi, THE MENTION 

OE WHAT ABB ALBEADY INDICATED BY THE GBNBBAL IjAW 
CAN BE. ONLY EOB THE FUBPOSBS OE BITLOGKINa.”* 

Bha^a. 

In connection with the Dvddcuihaha sacrifice, there is the TryoflfiiM, 
•described in the following text---' Aiwdmt)%at)aflrraw pr&ya/iTAyodaymt^m, 
4mhimaw^hah, athMare^am iuw&namaJmSm cdndravayavdgrcm prathaman 
■ahahi etc. etc.’ 

TryanMkd ’ is that which has three anlhaa, facets, in the shape of the 
Aind/ravaycwa, the Shukra and the Jgraycmta — says the jiTj/dyowdid.— According to 
the Subodhini, ‘Tryamkd' is the name given to nine ‘days’ of therDvSdaahSha, 
•excluding the first, last, and tenth ‘ days ’.] 

In the above passage it is declared that the first ‘ day ’ has the Aindra' 
vd/yava Gup as the first, and the second * day ’ has the Shukra Onp as the 
fiirat inasmuch as the RtUhaviara-SSman is chanted on the First Day, 
and the Brhat-Sdman on the second Day, — ^the presence of both the said 
•Cups as the first is already it^dioated by the Genearal Law. 

Now there arises the question — When the same fact (of the two Cups 
being the first on the First Day and the Second Day respectively, which is 
already indicated by the General Law) is mentioned again in the passage 
quoted above, — (a) is it for the purpose of reiterating the same ? (6) Or 

for precluding others ? (c) Or as a mere commendatory declaration ? Or 

{d) for the purpose of pointing out that the same procedure is to be 
adopted? 

The Furmpak^ is as follows : — “ It shot^ be taken aS meant to be only 
a commendatory declaration. — Why ? — ^When a text merely reiterates what 
has been already asserted before, it does not lead to any particular form of 
activity pience alternative (o) cannot be accepted]. As for the second 
alternative (6), Preclusion is always open to a three-fold objection. Hence 
^the passage should be taken as a corntnendatory declaration. — ‘ What is the 
quality that is commended here t ’ — 'It is the quality of proprieiiy — ^it being 
regarded as right and propmr that on the Third Day the dgraiymija Onp 
should be the first. — How so ? — Because it has been declared that on the 
First Day, the Aindrmayava Oup is to be the first, and on the Second Day, 
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SCTEA (78). 


[SiBDHIntA] — ^In BBALEPY {WKA.’S is meant is that) among 'mTi! 
* AhABGANAS *, THEBE SHOTJU) BE SIMILABITr OF PHOOEDtlHl ; 

AS IN THE CASE OF ‘ AgNI *. 


BTmya. 

The phrase ' api va' (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the view- 
set forth above. 

The declaration is not for the purpose of eulogising a quality ; it is for 
pointing out that the procedure i^ould be similar. — ^It is not right to say 
that — “ what is declared being already implied by the General Law, its 
reiteration is useless, henoe it mtist be taken as serving some other purpose 
— “ What is the view then that can be held ? ” — ^What has been done at 
the Jyoti§foma in connection with the Raihantam-Sdman in accordance 
with Syntactical Oonneotion is rendered admissible in the case in question 
by the General L&w ; and it k reiterated with the intention that ‘ I shall 
adopt the same procedure here also ’.—As in the case of ‘ Agni ’ ; — ^just as 
the sameness of procedure has been asserted in connection with the 
Agm9pc»na, in the following passage — ^ AthcUo’gniftornenaivdnuyajcUi, tam- 
ukihySm, tamatirSirS^, tarn chaturdireiia, tarn pahcharaire^, tam ^adratrena^ 
tarn mptardtrl^, tamasfardtrS^, tam navardtrerta, tarn (ktshardtreipiy tamekdda~ 
shardtr^^'. 

The purpose served by this discussion is that, as explained above, there 
vnA he no Preclmion. 
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Abhikaeaija (26): The Analytic* Dmdashaha is tM 
Wctype of the ‘ Synthetic * Dvadashaha. 

S^TBA (79). 

[PfjBVAPAK^A] — O f TEX DvlBAaBtAHA, OPB ‘ AnALYKC ’ AND ‘ SYN- 
THETIO ’ FOBMS STAND ON TECB SAME FOOTENa ; UKE 
THE ‘PB91saA’.” 

BM§ya, 

Qi the Dvadashaha; there are two forms—the ‘Aoalytio’ aad the 

* Synthetic The * Synthetic ’ form is described in the following passage-^ 

* Aindrav&yamgnm - . . athagmyaimgram ’ ; — and the ‘ Analytic ’ form is 
described in the passage — ‘ Aindravayava^u pra/ya^yodayanlyaM .... 
dvi aindmvdyavSgt^ 

In regard^ to th^ie, there arises the question — ^Are the details laid down 
for the DvSdashSha in reference to both forms- of it ? Or are they laid down 
in reference to the ‘ Synthetic * form of it, and the ‘ Analytio ’ form is only 
a modification (or Ectype) of the former ? 

The Pikvapak^a is as follows : — “ Of Ihe DvadashShat hath the SyntheUc 
and Analytic forma stand on the same footing ; — why t — because both the 
forms form the subject-matter of the Context, and hence it cannot be 
differentiated to whom the details belong end to whom they do not belong. 
Bence both should be regarded as standing on the same footing. — the 
‘ PrifiM * ; Le. in regard to the two Pf^taa, Bfhat and Mathantara, it being 
found that the Context appertains equally to both, — ^they are taken a» 
having the same details; so should.be the case with the ‘ Synthetic * and 

* Analytic * forms of the also.’* 

SCTRA (80). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^I w BEAUTY, THE ‘ AnADYTIC * FOBM IS THE MODIFIOATION 
OF TB® *SYHTH3BTI0* FOBM, BBCAT7SE WE FIND INDlOATrVE 
TEXTS TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bha^ya. 

The term * m * {‘in radhy *) implies ihe rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

The SyndieUc and Amd^ forms do not stand on the same footing ; 
in fact, the Anadytie one should be regarded as the modification of the 
Synthetic form. — Why ? — Became me find vndicaitwe texts to that ejfect ; 
the followmg is the indicative Aindmi^^ v& Btad&yatanam 

yeuh^hatuHhcmahalh * ; — this text occurs ccnmeorion with the ‘ Analytio ' 
DvSdathaha ; at the analytic Dvddaahdhct, however, the Amdravdyava does not' 






ADHiKABAi^rA (26) : At the ' Samvatsara-Sattra\ there is 
an augmentation of the ^ amkas\ 

StJTRA (83). 

[P0bvapak§a]— “ Thebe should be BSPETmoN of tee TbyanIka, as 

THEBE IS nr THE CASE OF THE EkADASHIHA.” 

Bhd^a. 

In connection with the DvadaaMha, we Aindravatjava^au 

prmmyodayarnyau, daaMmafuMhah,. . . . atha agrayanagram' [The 
meaning of this is that there is a ‘ Tryanika % consisting of the Aindravayam, 
Shukra, and Agrayaiyi ; by repeating this Tryanika thrice we get the nine 
‘ days ’ of the Dvadashaha (excluding the first day, the last day, and the 
tenth day) ; these nine are thus arranged— (1) Aindramyava, (2) SJmhra, 
(3) Agrayarm ; again, (4) Aindravdyava, (6) Shakra, (6) Agraycma and again 
for the third time, (7) Aindravdyava, (8) Shukra, and (9) Agrayana}.—Ml 
this becomes admissible, mder the General Law, into the Gavdmayana 
{Samvatsara-Satira) ; and as there are several Tryanikda to be brought 
about; a repetition becomes implied as a matter of course. 

Now with regard to this repetition, there arises the question— Should the 
repetition be in the manner of the ‘ Measuring Rod ’ [where the whole Bod 
is let faU on the ground, several times, so that the entire nine days are to Iw 
repeated as one composite whole in the manner described above] ? Or is 
each part of it to be augmented in its own place [The Aindravdyava being 
repeated three times, then the 8hukm being repeated three times, then the 
Agrayana being repeated three times] ? 

Q-M^io»i^“In what way would it be ‘like the measuring Rod’ and 
in what way wotdd there be ‘ augmentation in its own place T 

Answer — ^If the occasion consists of the ‘ Days ’, then after the first nine 
‘days’ have been cbmpleted, the General Law points to the admissibility of 
the Tryanika into the other remaining (three) ‘ days ’ also ; and hence what 
presents itself is the order ‘ The Aindravdyavdyra is the first day and then 
the SJmkrdgra ’ ; — after these nine also have been completed, the same 
a gain presents itself as ‘the Awdr<wdyavdgra being the First Day’.— This 
would be repetition * like the measuring rod ’.—On the other hand, if the 
occasion is not of the ‘ Days ’, then the interval between the Prdya^ya and 
the Udayamya is filled up by the nine anikda ; so that at the Gawwoyona 
also, it would have to be filled up by the nine arnkaa; and on the com- 
pletion of this, there would be no further repetition ; so that this woiild not 
be ‘ in the manner of the Measuring Rod ’ ; — and yet without augmentation, 
the said interval could not be filled upr hence it comes to this that each 
cmikd should be augmented (by repetition) in its own place. 

The Purvapcde^a on this question is as follows “ The repetition is to 
be in the manner of the Measuring Rod. With this view, we hold that 
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the occasion is that of the ‘ Bays *. It fe declared that ‘ The Aindravayavagm 
is the First Day, then comes the Shukragra ’ — ^this Sfmkragra also is under- 
stood to he the Boj?, as that is what forms the subject-matter of the Context ; ^ 
hence the occasion must be regarded as that of the ‘ Days h Therefore we 
conclude that the repetition is in the manner of the Measuring Rod. Of 
the various methods of Repetition, that in the manner of the Measuring 
Rod is the most reasonable ; as in this case the order of sequence remains 
preserved. For instance, when one says ‘Repeat the section three times’, 
it is read in the manner of the Measuring Rod (that is, the section as one 
composite whole is read three times), with a view to preserving the order 
(of its component parts). In the same manner it should be done in the 
case in question. Just as at this same Qavdrnayana,-whm. the Mkadashim 
comes to be repeatt^d, it is repeated (as a whole) in the manner of the 
Measmhxg Rod, and there is no augmentation of the several component 
parts in their own respective places.” 

StJTRA (84). 

'{Siddhakta]— In fact, thebe shotjld be aegmentation (of the 

OOMFONBNTS) IN THBIE OWN PLACES ; AS THE JfUMBEB OF 

THE ‘ Days ’ is not peeoeptible. 

Bhd^ya. 

In fact, thers should bo cmgmentaiion of the components in their own 
places, — and the repetition shall not be in the manner of the Measuring 
Rod ; with this view we hold that the occasion is not of the Days. — ^Why 1 

Because the nwnber of the Days is not perceptible-, as a matter of fact, 

the number of the nine Days is not perceptible, as also the fact of the Aindra- 
tf&yava Oup being the first that has been enjoin^. — “ Why should not the 
Day bo redded as enjoined 7 ” — Because thefre would be sj tactical split : 
The meaning woxdd be tiiat ‘ The first is that in which the A.indravdyava 
ite the first, — ^and this is a Day, not a group of days ’ ; thio would involve 
a syntactical split. Hence it follows that the mention of the Akargamj. 
is only a reiteration. Such being the case, with a view to preserving the 
ord®r of sequence, recourse must be had to the altamative of having an 
augmentation of the component parts in their own places ; that is, having 
augmented thcHse of which the Agraycena is the first, augmentation should be 
dnno to those at which the Aind^^wvdyaua is the first. 

StJTRA (86). 

!FxnEerHEE, in the BEPEmriON OF the * Pb§thya we find the 
* AgBAYANA ’ mentioned on the THmTY-THmD ‘ DAY ’ : WHILB 
XINDEB THE OTHER VIEW, IT WOULD BE THE ‘ AinDBA- 
ViYAVA ’ THAT WOXILD CKXrDFY THAT POSmON. 

Bhd§ya. 

For the foEowing reason also we conclude that there should be 
augmentation of ,th© components in thedr own places. — “Why so?” — 
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tJjxdeir the later half of the saorifioe, on the repetition of the Pr^fhyd, we 
find that ‘the character of having the A^ffrayaim for the first’ is what appears 
on the thirty-third ‘^y “How so ?” — ^There is the following passage-—- 
* JagoMm vai cMmnMmai pratyamrolmiii, ayrayancm mi gmhdh, brhat 
j)T§ffidm, fmyastrimahmb stomah ’ ; — all this is possible only if the com- 
ponent® are angmented in their own places, not if there is repetition ‘in 
the inanner of the measuring rod — “ Why ? ” — During the first half, the 
Tryamkd is repeated thrice ; so that, without being repeated, it ends with the 
Agrayavo ^ ; and the second half also begins with the AgrayaTms under the 
impression that the revolution has been complete. Thus then, in the first 
ninth part comes the i^irty-third day ; hence it becomes one of which the 
Agrayav^ is 5 — way this declaration becomes explicable. 

On the other hand, if the repetition were ‘ in the manner of the measuring 
rod ’, in that position We would have the Aindravdyam (not the Agraya^). 
— How ? ” — Beginning with the Tfivft, when we arrange the ‘ days ’ in 
groujMJ of nine, there remain setfm in the first half ; thmein the Aindrcwa- 
ya/oa is the first, the ShuJera is the first in the Vi^vat, and the Agrceyanw, 
is the first of • the first Svaraadmom ;-^hQice the TrymAha becomes com- 
pleted in the Vishvagit ; said the thirty-third day comes to he one of which 
Aindramyam is the first ; which is incompatible with the statement quoted 
.above. Hence we conclude that there should be augmentation, of the compo- 
nents in their oWn places. 

{.The SiAodhini supplies the following account of the ‘ days ’ of the Gmd* 
fnayana.~1!biBn are 381 days in all. — 180 days form the First wing or Half 
and 180 the Second wing or Half — in between th^ two halves, like th® cen- 
tral pillar, is the One day called ‘ Vifumt ’ ; — ^in tlie First HalJ, the first day is 
called the (IT** PrSyaniya ’, — (2) the second day is called the ‘ OhaturvimaJuit ’ ; — 
two days have been directly declared as having the Aindrcmayava as 
the firirfi ; — after this comes the Tryan^d ; — herein are four Abhiplavas, each 
ynnfift up of one ^a4(d»a or ‘ Six-Day thus giving the total of 24 days; — ^then 
comes the Pr^hya, which is made up of another $adaha, which means another 

8 days ; 24-1-6 m;£*:e up 30; — similarly during the second, third, fourth, and fifth 

months; — makes the total number of days 30x6=150; — during the sixth 
month there are three AhhApUmta, each made up of a l^aAaha; which makes 18 

j one Prsfhya, also made up of a igadfiha;-—1dds is 6 days ; — ^then there is 

the Abhigit which takes only one day ; — then 3 more EMhaa, called ‘ Svarasamm ’, — 
TYtalra 3 days; 28 in all during the sixth month; — ^thus the total comes to be 
2 (the first two days)-l-lS0 (first 5 monthB)-f 28 (sixth month)=l&0.'— Then comes 
the Central Day called ‘ Viauvat', 181. — Then comes the Second Halji first of all 
there are 3 Svaruadmans ; — then the ‘ FkSha ’ named ‘ Viahvajit ’.—then the 
Prsffiya which is a Sadaha (Six Days),— toftd 10 then 3 AbJtiplavas each, of which 
is one Sadaha, thus making a toted o/ 18; — ^again the P/'^fhya, which is a Sadaha , — 
iib en , 4 AbMjdavaa, each consisting of a §'oda^; this gives 24; these 24 and 6 
make 30,— thus we have 30-1- 18-1- 10=68 ;— then las* 30 days are . repeated 

jihrina over, — 90; thus we have 68-f-90=148;— then again there are 3 Abhiplewas, 
each 'consisting of a Saddha, thus Trt»i.ld[ng 18 days ; — then 2 more consisting of the 
Mantra * Ayuagamh ’, — thflu the 10 Central Days of the DvSdaahdhci , — and 2 days of 
the MeihaortUa and the AJirdtra ; — thus we have 148-1-32=180 days. — ^The two 
halves with tiha one Central Day, make up 361 days of the Qavdiiutyana, also called 
ihe SemmOaara-ydga.} 



StJTRA (86). 


At the ‘ Skajdashina ’ thebe is bjspetition because oe the 

DECJLABATION TO THAT EEEEOT. 

Bha§ya. 

It hm been argued (under Su. 83) that it should be as in the wse of th^ 
dasftiwt-— It is right that in the case of the Madashims, there should be^ 
rfjition ‘ in the manner of the Measuring Bod ’ ; because there is a declara- 
to that eSeot— ‘ Forwnamaniaia^ ptumh pary&vrtti?vagwyamS*a pmiM- 
cmi dlabMta ’ -in accordance with this declaration, there is repetition 
the manner of the Measuring Bod ’ of those that are repeated over again 
lis, being found to be impossible at the Dvadashaha, finds room in the- 
damyana. What is tlrere that a Direct Declaration cannot do ? There is- 
jurden too heavy for Direct Declaration, 


StJTRA (87). 

AlhJO BECAUSE WE ITND INDIOATIVIS TEXTS. 

Bhasya. 

There is an indicative text also which points to the same conclusion^ 
as to how the BhSdmhinaa are repeated ‘ in the manner of the Measuring. 

Rod * : ‘ Fro?id vd Bkadashinah ycuiekddasMnibhinyuraMnyaiirichyantS. 

pashavo va ’.—If the components are augmented in their own places, there 
is no exce^ : it is only in the case of ‘ repetition in the manner of the naeasur- 
ing rod ’ that there is always eithear excess or shortage. From this also we con- 
sider it only right that in the BkSdashina, there should be ‘ repetition in 
the manner of the Measuring Bod 



At>HiK ARANA ( 27 ) : At the ^ Analytic \ Dvddashaha, there 
should be change of the Metres of Mantras only. 

SUTRA (88). 

I'-ISMUCH AS THE ‘ CHATSTGE OP METEE ’ HAS BEEN SPOKEN OF IN CON - 

nbctton with the ‘ Analytic ’ DviDASHiHA, rr is the text of 
the Manteas eelating to ‘ Bhak?a ‘ Pavamana 

‘ PaEIDHI AND ‘ KAPALA ’ THAT SHOULD 
UNDEEGO MODIFICATION. 

Bka§ija. 

TJier© is the Dvddashaha sacrifice in its ‘ analytic ’ and ‘ synthetic ’ 
forms ; of these the Analytic form is thus described — ‘ Aindramyav^grau 

alJia dve aindravdyavdgre \ — ^In comieotion with this Analytic 

form of DvddaaMha there is the following declaration-:-' The metres ponder 
over the regions of one another — ^the Qdyatn over that of the Tn§tup, the 
Tnstiip over that of the Jagati^ the JagaM over that of the GdyatH \ [Here 
we have an interchange of metres laid down.] — At the same sacrifice, there are 
(1) the Bhaksa, (2) the Pavamdna, (3) the Paridhi, and (4) the Kapdla.— 
(1 ) Related to the Bhaksa, there is the mantra — ‘ Bhak^e hi md visha 


gayolracJihandascdi iri^upchhandasah jagatAchhandasah .... bhak^aydmi ’ ; 
— (2) related to the Pavamdna, there is the mantra — ‘ Shylnosi gdycOn- 
ehhanddh supanwsi tri^pupchhanddh sakhdsi jagatlchhanddh pdraya ’ ; 


(3) in relation to the Paridhi, there is the mantra — ' Odyairo madhyamah 
paridhih, irai^ttibho dak^iiw, jdgata uttarah ’ ; — (4) in relation to the Kapdlaa, 
tliere is the mamtra — ‘ A§pdkapdldh tartlyaaavanikah ’. 

In regard to this, there arises the following question: — ^When there is 
‘change of metre’ (as prescribed), is there to be change (1) of the Bhak^a- 
maniras as well as of the Bhaksa, — (2) of the Pavamdna-mantras as well as of 
the Pavamdna, — (3) of the Paridhi-mantras as well as of the ParidHs, — (4) 
of the Kapala-mantras as well as of the Kapdlaa ? Or is there to be ‘ change 
of metre ’ in the manSraa only ? 

The Purvapak^a is as follows ; — “ There should be change of the Mantras 
as also of the subject-matter of the mantras. — Why ? — Because the declara- 
tion is without distinction ; the declaration that there is makes no distinction 
at all ; it says—' The metjfes ponder over each other’s regions — the Qdyatri 
over the Tri^tup's, the Tri^ptip over the JagaWs, the Jagati over the 
Gdyatn's ’ ; there is nothing in this to show that the change is to be of the 
mantras only (not of their subject-matter). Hence there should be 
change of mantras as well as of their std)}ect-matter. As a result of this, 
(A) the Central Paridhi should be placed in the position of the Right 
one, — ^the Right one in the position of the Left one, — and the Left 
one in the position of the Central onpj^-^R) the A^takapdla should be eon- 
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nected with Mwicfoy,— the ^iJcMoahaJecipala with the TUrd Savcma,—iAiB 
with the Morning Saimiai—{0) the Drink connected with 
the Morning Samna should be drunk in place of the Midday Drink,— the 
Midday Drink should he drunk in place of that related to the Third Savama, 
—and that related with the Third Savona should be drunk in place of that 
related to the Morning Samna;— and (D) the BaUm^^xmmna should be 
used in place of the Midday Pammdna,— the Midday one in place of the 

J.rhhava,— onid the ArWuim ha 

In answer to the above, we have the following SiddharOa i—dt is not 
right that there should be ‘ change of metres ’ aU through, without distinc- 
tion; the change should be in the mantras only; it is the metres in the 
mantras alone that should be changed.— Why so ?— Because it is only t]m. 
metres of the mantras that are capable of being really ch^ged ; as for the 
Bhah^a and other things, even on being changed, they remain what they were, 

^the Bhakfa stiU remains Bhalc§a* instance, if the Bl^h§a 

(Ihdnk) related to the Morning Samna is drunk at the time of the Midday 
one, it would not become ‘ related to the Pri$#Mp-metre ’ ; so on, in all 
oanon. -TTow so ? — ^Because even at its own tinm, the Drink is not ‘ relat«i 
to the Q&yatn-metre ; it is only the Qdyain, — ^not what is not-Oayatrtf ^that 
can take the place of the Trkpap ; and certainly the Drink and.ather thi^ 
are not Gdyatn. Thus there is no possibility of any ohaaige of the Drink 
and other things. On the other hand, the metres of the Mantras can very 
well exchange their places.— Hence the change should be made Only in the 
metres of the Mantras, 


End of P&da v of Adhydya X, 




ADHYAYA X. 


PADA VI. 


ADHiKABAisrA (1) : The Rathantara and other Bdmam are 
sung over a Verse-triad, 

StJTRA (1). 

[PCTbyapak^a] — “At the saobifiob, they SHOtrLD be (suira) ovbe 

A SnrGM VERSE, JUST AS IN THE READING OE THE TbXT,” 
Bhd§ya. 

The Samam form the subject-matter of this AdMham '^ — such as 
Ma^ntara, Bfhat, Vairupa, Vairaja, Shdkvara, and Baivata. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Should the singing of these 
be done over a single verse ? Or over a Verse-triacl ? 

The PHrmpak^a^ is as follows ; — “ At the saorifice they should be sung 
over a single verse ; they are so sung at the time of reading the text ; and 
as they have been sung at the time of reading the text so should they be 
sung at the sacrificial ‘performance 5 — it is only right that there should be 
no diSerenoe between what is done during the reading of the text and what 
is done during the performance of a saorifice ; as it is only for the purpose 
of sacrificial performances that the text is read ; — Whence at the sacrifice the 
Sdman should be used just as it has been used dming the reading of the 
text. — ^From this it follows that the Sdmans should be sung over a single 


The Sdmans that form the subject-matter of this Adhihararyt are those 
which have their origia in single versesj not those that are based in their very 
origin upon Verse-triads. As has been said — ^ Simdsantaniya evdpatyashdk- 
varamrnam ' ( ?) — [This is the reading of MS. D. MS. 0 . reads ‘ Yathdhimasata- 
myatashvdpatyashdkvaravantum ’ ; in any case the words are not intelligible].” 


SCTEA (2). 

[SiddhXnta] — ^In eact, they shodIiD be sung over a verse-triad 

AS WE EIND INDICATIVE TEXTS TO THAT EEEEOT, 


Bhdgya. 


3 not right that they riiould be sung over a single verse.- 
we find indiccdive texts ; there the following indicati 
tre^ pratharmya rcha^ praMouti ideyakgar^ uttarayoh * 
if the singing are spoken of a$ becduig upon the * first ^ 
» later verses ’] ; if the rihgbq^;#^ done over a single v 
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would be no sense in the use of the terms ‘ first ’■ and ‘ later two ’.—Hence it 
follows that they should be sung over a Verse- triad.— The following is another 
indicative text pointing to the same conclusion — ‘ The Bk said to the Saman 
— Let U8 pair together ; Saman said — Thou art not fit to be my wife, the Yeda 
is my majesty ; then becoming two, the Rka said the same thing ; the Saman 
said- — You are not fit for being my wives, the Veda is my majesty ; then 
becoming three, the ^ks said the same thing ; whereupon the Saman said — 
Let us be together — ^From this also it follows that when a hymn is sung, one 
(Samoa is chanted over three verses. 

Says the Opponent— “ This that you have put forward is only an 
indicative text ; state some direct reasons.” 

Answer — ^In the whole of the J^gveda, there is no verse that is named 
‘ Prathamd ’ (First), nor are there any named ‘ Dttard ’ ; in fact, both these 
names are relative ; hence in the text quoted, when it is said that the hymning 
should be done with eight syllables of the Prathamd {first) verse, and with two 
syllables of the XJttara {two later) vers^, it is clear that three verses are being 
referred to. — Similarly, though the text ‘ fiikam sdma trche kriyate slolnyam ' 
app#irs to be only reiterative, yet on the basis of the commendatory passage 
describing the conversation between pk and Sdman, it is clear that the said 
text is injunctive (not merely reiterative). This is what has been explaiiuid 
under Sutra 3. 6. 21. 


Adhikabana (2) : The term ‘ Svardrk ’ serves the purpose 
of indicating the time for the ‘ Vlhsa'^ \ 

SUTRA (3). 

‘ Looking at Svabdbk * should be taken only as indicative oe 

TIME ; BECAUSE IT IS EOB THE SAKE OE SOMETHING ELSE. 


There is the text — ' tshvaram vai roMantaratniidgaiiishchak^vh, pta- 
mathita raihantare xyrastuyamdne, sarmiilM svardrsham prati vih^lta' [‘The 
Eathantara is the all-powerful eye of the Udgair ; when the Raihantara is 
begun, the PramathUf should close his eyes and look towards the Svardrk\'\ 
In regard to this, there arises the question — ^The ‘ looking at the Fire ’ 
that is here laid down — is it meant to be an accessory of the sacrifice ? Or 



is it mentioned only as indicating a particular point of time ? — ^What we 
have to consider in this connection is — Is' ‘ looking towards the Svardfk (Fire) ’ 
meant to be subsidiary to the ‘ closing of the eyes on the starting of the 
RatJiarUara ’ ? Or is the sentence ‘ he should look towards the Svardrk ’ ^ 
a separate sentence by itself ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ The ‘ looking towards the Svardfk ’ 
is meant to be an accessory and the sentence laying it down is separate by 
itself. — ^Why ? — Because it is clearly understood to be different ; the sentence 
‘ he should look at the Fire ’ is found to be clearly distinct from the preceding 
sentence. — ‘ But the sentence is actually found to be non-separate also 
from the preceding one: Having laid down that on the starting of the 
Eathantara one shovM close his eyes, it goes on to reiterate that ‘ he shotiM look 
towards the Svardrk.’ — The answer to tliis is that, in both these constructions, 
we have to regard the two sentences as distinct ; this difference would be 
inconsistent with the non-difference urged by the objector ; and when there 
is a conflict between Injunction and Reiteration (and the question is whether 
the sentence ‘ he should look towards the Svardrk ’ is an injunction or a reitera- 
tion), the right course is to take it as an Injunction ; firstly because in that 
case it says something new, — and ' ‘ a mere declaration serves no useful 
purpose b as declared under Sutra 1. 2. 19 eeoondljj' because we find a 
clear injunction ; a clear injunction is perceived in the word ‘ mkjeta ’ 
{‘should look’); — thirdly, the Direct Denotation of the words becomes 
accepted; for instance, the words ‘shCttld look at the fire’ clearly lay down 
the act of ‘looking’ towards what is denoted by the term '’svardrk’ ; so 
that there is direct connection between what & denoted by the term 
‘tvardrk’ and the act of ‘looking’. K the words were not taken to mean 
this, then the term ‘ svar^k ’ could only mdireetdy indicate a particular time. 
And when there is conflict between Direct Denotation and Indirect Indication, 
the most reasonable course is to accept the former. From all this it follows 
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that the ‘ LcMjking’ is meant to be an accessory.— -Or, the text ''SmrdrBham 
praM i^h§eia ’ may be construed in the following mann^, to show that the 
‘Looking’ is meant to he an accessoiy: — What is denoted by the term 
‘ svardrk ^ is the means of accomplishing the * looking ’ ; this would be in keep- 
ing with the Indicative text, as also with Syntactical Connection, — ^inasmuch 
as the term ‘ svardrk ’ is actxially present in the sentence. — ^From all this it 
follows that the act of ‘ looking’ is meant to be an accessory.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — ‘ Inking at 
Svardrk ’ should be taken only as indicative of time, he<ause it is for the. sake 
of something else. — ^It is not that the ‘ Looking ’ is meant to be an accessory ; 
in fact, the connection between what is dfjnottti by the w^ord ‘wardrft’ 
and ‘look’ is for the purpose of indicating time. -“Why?” — Because the 
Sdman is for the sake of something else; in th*’ irw lialhaniaram prsfharn, 
hfiavatV, the-^Saman is declared as to bo ustvl In. Pr§th.a-hymni which 
means that when the words of the verses are m. iking up the Hymn, the 
said Sdman helps in this making tip by showing foi th the words of the hymn 
to an advantage by means of note-combinations a i other details. Such 
being the case, when the Sdman is employed i,. the iT'tjmning, th se words 
of the verse which are inter -related also come to be e.nployed in the same ; 
consequently, inasmuch as the term ‘ svardrk ’ occurs in the text of 
the verse, it foUoys that that term also is orapt-yed in the Hymning ; — 
hence we conclude that, inasmuch as it is foi the sake of something else, 
its presence must be indicative of time. 

Says the Oppo-nent — “ The term * svardfk ’ is only contained in the 
verse ; the actual injunction is of the Rathankirc : whJeTi must sot aside 
what might be rnwrely inferred from the presence (.d a particular term ; 
hence the SMxtence could directly point to the Inah ng being an accessory.” 

Answer — ^As a matter of fact, one thing can bw t^iken as setting aside 
something else only when it is found that, if it did nr.t set aside this latter, 
it would sarve no useful purpose ; — ^in the case in question, the injunction 
in question does not become useless by not setting aside the implication 
of the term * svardfk ’ ; as even so it serves the very useful purpe^ of indi- 
cating the time during perfonnanoeB. 

It might be argued that — “ on account of the presence of the term in 
the Mantm, and by reason of the injunction of the Soman, the connection 
of the term with the act of Hymning is direct ; while the relationship of 
an act and its means is expressed by Syntactical Connection ; and as both 
facts are cognised by valid means of knowledge, thcffe can be no incom- 
patibility in the case.” 

But it is not so ; if one accepts the relationship of an act and its mesms, 
in the case of the term as taken apart from the Mantra-text, — ho cannot 
at the same time, recognise the oonneotion of that word, uttered only once, 
with the Hymning in fact, if he did recognise this connection, he should 
utter it again, not otherwise. Hence the relaticmsfaip of the ac£ and means 
also should rest in the Hymn itselt What is recognised is tie 
of tlw mema with the connection of the oef in the Hpm itself not in the 
^otmeeUon of the Hymn , as no piurticular meana are presmt. — Thus theu^ it 
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bmng pro'v^ there is no inconsistency between the text of the Mantra 
and the injimction of the Sdman and the sentence ‘ one should look at the 
Smdfk %— -the pn^nc© of the word should be taken as serving the purpose 
of indicating the tiuna That iS' why we say that the presence of the term 
serves 'to indicate the time. 

It has been ar^ed that — -‘'Where both difference and non-diffierence 
i,ro oMsible, it is difference that should be accepted, — and where both 
Injuuctlon and Beiteration are possible, it is better to accept the Injunction ; 

AS wa find the Injunctive affix, w© should conclude that it is an Injunc- 
tion.” . ■ 

■)ur ans’wer to this is as follows : — ^True ; between Injunction and 
iJeiteration, Injunction is superior, on the ground that it puts forward 
something new ; but tliis can be so only if there is no other means of know- 
ledge bearing upon the matter in question. In a case, however, where the 
admissibiiity of what forms the subject-matter of the Injtmction happens to 
be already expressed by some other word, or already implied by something 
that haa| gone before, — in such cases, the subject-matter being one that is 
already^lmown, the text (though with the Injtmotive affix) has to be taken 
as only reUeratim. — Now in the case, in question, the act of ‘ looking ’ is 
alraady indicated by the man’s own needs, because unless the man looks 
at things, he cannot take part in the activities involved in the performance ; 
and thus the act of looking being already thus implied, the injunctive affix 
(in ‘ ’) must be taken to be merely reiterative. 

“But the direct assertion that ‘on the ’starting of the Bathantara, 
one should close his eyes ’ would set aside the looking if it were only implied ; 
just as the Pra^apctU-vnUas (observances laid down for the Religious Student) 
set aside, by Direct Assertion, all those activities which would be prompted 
by the desires of the man.” 

It is not so understood.— Why ? ’’-—Because it is prefaced by the 
beginning of a particular action — ‘ when the Bathantara is started ’ ; so that 
when this ^rting has been done, this sentence has fulfilled its purpose, and 
hence it cannot set aside the looking that is implied by the needs of the man. 

It has been argued that — “ the connection of what is denoted by the 
term ‘ svardrk ’ and the ‘ looking ’ is got at by Syntactical Gonhection ; while 
the act of looking is already indicated by the meaning of the sentence and the 
indicative term in the shape of the root ‘drsAi’ (‘to see% in the term 
‘ svardrk ’).” 

Our answer to this is as follows: — The term ' prati* (in the sentence 
Svardr^um prati w&aaa *) is a preposition; and hence it signifies, by Direct 
DeoaotaHon, the fact that what is denoted by the term ‘ svardrk ’ is an 
indicative Mgn- And it baa been already understood that Direct Assertion 
sets «jwd^^ fhft Indicative word, as also Syntactical Connection. — -Or, there 
need be no setting ainde of Sjmtaotaoal Connection in this case ; what 
SynteiC^r^ Connection signifies is mere rdationAip , — «iiaetimes the rela- 
tionslnp between an act and its means, sometimes the reiationsfaip between 
the qualification the qualified, sometiiaes the relationship between the 
indwftto r ^ the and so forth, several other forms of relation- 


1920 


SHABAEA-BHl§YA ; 


ship -in the ease in question, it is the relationship of indicator and 
indicated which is foxmd necessary and hence accepted as the particular 
relationship ; so that Syntactical Connection is not set aside. As for instance, 
in common parlance, when it is said ‘ it is flashing at the tree the relation- 
ship between the, Tree and the Ftashing is not that of cause and effect ; all 
that is understood is that the Tree is mentioned as the mark, the indicator 
of the fkishmg that has proceeded from somewhere else. In the same 
manner, in the case in question the term ' svardrk^ is mentioned as the 
indicator of the looking, which has been already prompted by the needs of 
the man ; and hence the sentence is not useless ; because, unless the indicative 
and the indicator are spoken of in a sentence, their relationship cannot be 
recognised. 

It has been argued that “ on account of the presence of the root 
''dfsM ’ (‘ to see % in ‘ avardfk ’), the indication of this is honoured (xmder the 
Purvagwkga view).” 

But as a matter of fact, we do not find even this (reason) yielding the oon- 
olusion desired (by the Purmpakfin). The root ‘ drshi ’ can denote the act of 
looking only when it is used for its own sake, not when it is used for the sake of 
something else ; — in the term ‘ svardrk ’ , the root ‘ drshi ’ appears with a 
prefix, and hence it is understood to be a subordinate factor in the character 
of the Nominative Agent, which agent is the predominant factor. When the 
Nominative Agent is expressed, he is not recognised as an indicative of the 
act of looking, because the root ‘ drshi * is an entirely subservient factor ; — 
and the word that denotes the Nominative Agent cannot be construed with 
the root ‘ to * look If what is enjoined were that ‘ one shotild 

look at StKtrdrk — and the question arose who ‘ Svardrk ’ was, the only 
answer available would be that it is one looking at whom lias been enjoined ; 
— ^so that being in ignorance, we could not determine what should be done. — 
On the other hand, if the meaning of the sentence is that ‘ One should 
accomplish the looking by means of the Svardrk', there also, as it is not known 
who or what ‘ Smrdfk ' is, the same difficulty remains. — ^Thus we find £hat 
if we hurriedly accept any of these constructions (possible under the 
PQrowpakga), we follow neither the Indicative Word nor the Syntactical 
Connection. On the other hand, if we connect the Looking with the Svardrk 
as the indicative (of time), then at the time of the utterance of the word 
* vik^Ua the ^d connection does, somehow or other, become recognised ; 
— ^then, as for the connection with the Hwnning, it is not inconsistent even 
with the denotation of the Nominaiave Ag.. t ; as the necessary co-ordination 
is there, it being connected with ‘ Ishdna ' as a qualification of this latter,-T- 
in the Mantra — 'Ishdnasn svard^sham tasthugc^' . — It is for these reasons that 
we assert that the sentence ^ Svardrsham prati vik§eta' is connected with 
the act of Hymning, as indicating the time, 

“ What is the use of all this discussion 7 

K the ‘ looking ’ were taken as an swjcessory, — ^then, in the case of the 
transference laid down in the text ‘ Rathantaramu^arayorgdye^ ’, the injunc- 
tion, that ‘whm the BcdShanta/ra starts one should close his eyes’, would 
present itself ; — and as the . term ‘ svardrk ’ is not present in the TJttara 
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verses, there would be no restriction regarding the ‘ looking — ^in accordance 
with the PuroapaJc^a-, while according to the SiddMrOa, the 'Svardrk' 
being an indication, the time for fooKngr would not be past till the time 
indicated (i.e. at the time that the word ' smrdrsham ’ is uttered during the 
sin^g) ; and hence the restriction becomes secured (that the Looking 
should be done at that time). 
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Adhikaba:^a ( 3 ) : At the * Gavamayam ’ sacrifice, during 
the ‘ Prsthya-Sa^ha % the ‘ BrhM \ and the \Bathantara ’ 
should he separated. 

S0TRA (4). 

[P0BVAPAK9A] — “ In the CikSE OE THE ‘ Pj^t^THYA AS THEBE IS SIMTJL- 

TANBOTJS INJTINOTION, Bf»TH THE SAMANS SHOBIiD BE CHANTED ; 

AS IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ EkAHA 

BM§ya. 

There is the following text — ^Pf^thyalp ^a^aho brhadrathantaraadrna ' 
[‘ The Pf^^hya-^4aha should have the Bfhat and PcUhantara Saman 
; In Tegard to this, there arises the question— Shoiild, on each of the 
six days, both the SSmam be chanted ? Or, on some days, the Brhat 
and on some, the Eathantara T 

“Why should such a question arise at all ? ’’ 

The compound ‘ hrha4ra^ntaraadma ’ becomes applicable to the 
ia both cases; — i.A when the term '' brhadrathantara* is taken as 
standing for the Brhai and Rcethaniara conjointly, as also when it is taken as 
standing for them severally. Hence what is to be considered is, whether the 
compound ‘ bfhftdraihantarasamd ’ is a Bdhuvrihi containing within itself a 
ZHjondm,— it being expounded as ‘ hrhadrathantare samanl yaaya ’ (‘ at which 
ih& 'Bfhad — BiUhantara are the Saman \), — or it is a multi-membered 
Bahnvnhi, — ^being expounded as ‘ bfhat yasya — raihantaram yasya — §dma ' 
[* that which has Bfhat — that which has Eathantara — for its Sdman '). — If it 
is the former Bahiwrihi. then both the Saman should be chanted conjointly 
on each of the six days ; if, on the other hand, it is the latter kind of Bahuvnhi, 
then they should be chanted separately (on different days). 

The PHrmpak^ on this question is as follows: — “Both the Sdmans 
should be chanted conjointly ; hence we explain the compound as a Baku- 
vrihi with a Bvandm compound within itself . — Why ? — ^Because th© terms 
'brhat' and ' rathtmtara' are in close proxunity to one another, and we 
therefore regard the term ‘ bfhadrathantara ’ as a complex formation ; and 
when there is a complex formation, compounding is essential ; further, in 
the case of a Dvcmdva compoimd, if it is taken as denoting its own meaning, 
then alone is Direct Denotation followed, as well as the intimate relationship 
between the teims preserved ; ' otherwise, both these would be militated 
against. For this reason, we conclude that the compound * hrhadrathan' 
tamsdmS ^ is a Bahuvnhi with a Dvandva toithin itself ; — and such being the 
* case, on each of the six day^, both the Sdmans should be chanted jointly. — 
Why so 1 — ^Becaus& the Dvandva compound, in this case, is of that kind 
which denotes mutual oomx>ainonship between the two numbers ; so that the 
.meaning is tlmt ? wherever there is Eathantara, it should be accompanied 
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by fchft Brhat'. It is this mMimt companionship tliat is meant by the term 
‘ simultaneous injunction ’ (in the Sutra). From this it follows that on each 
of the six days the two Saman/t are to be chanted together. 

“As in the case of the Skaha (Su.) just as in accordance with the text 
‘ Jyo<jdrmydvinah ubhe kurydt, samsave abM kurydt apachitavapyehahe hfhadra- 
lhantare kurydt ’ [both the Briuit and Rathanlara are chanted together at 
the Ekdhay^ 

SUTEA (5). 

[SiddhInta]— In fact, the compound has been foembd with the 

TWO MBMBEES taken separately ; HENCE THERE IS NOTHING 
WRONG IN THEIR BEING SEPARATED. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that both the Sdmans should be chanted oh each of the 
six days ; in fact, on some days, the Rathcmtara, and on some days the Bfimt 
is to be chanted ; and it is not trua that the two Sdmans are enjoined con- 
jointly. — ^Why ?— BfKJause, even if the term ‘ bflmlrathardarasdniA ’ be expli- 
cable according to both views (the Purvapak-^ as well as the Siddhanta), 
-—even so the right csoursei would bo to chant the two Sdmans separately.— 
—Why ? — Because at the Archetypal Sacrifice, the Pr^pia has been made 
up of only one Sdw-an ; hence, in accordance with the General Law, it should 
be made up (h only one Sd/man at the Ectypal Sacrifice also. Such being 
the case, everything du© to the Brhat as well as everything due to the 
Rathantura would bo done. 

If it bfj held that. — “what make.s up the Pr§tha i.s the combination of 
Brhat and Raihantara, neither the Brhat alone, nor tlie Baihantara alone ” , — 
then, in that case, the conditions of neither one would be adopted ; as that 
would go against the General Law, It is not only that the conditions of 
neither would bo adopted ; in fact, neither the Brhal-Pr§iha nor the Raihantara- 
PT^tha would be seexmed. And by reason of this discrepancy, it would becotno 
an entirely different performance. 

Then again, that the Pfstha is to consist of the tw'o Sdmans combined 
can be only indirectly implied. While such assertions as ‘ Byhat pr^tham 
bhamti ‘ Rathantaram pratham bhavati^ are indicative of the fact that the 
two are not to be combined. 

Ftirther, tlie term ‘ bfhat \ standing in need of connection with the term 
‘ sdtnan cannot be connected wdth the term ‘ rathaniara ’ ; — and as for 
cloae proximUsj, this is equally present between the terms ‘ rathantara ’ and 
‘ sdman — Then again, if the yiew is adopted tliat the term ‘ hrhadrathantam ’ 
is a complex formation, the chances of its being taken as a Dmwlva 
compound becomes very much lessened. Nor is it necessarv that whenever 
there is complex formation, there must be compounding; because the 
revered Pdnmi has made it a mattca:. of option. — ^Further, the mention of the 
term * adman ’ clearly shows that th^ Brhat and the BatharUara are the 
characteristic marks of the Sdm,tm.^l^om all this it follows that the two 
Sdwafw are not to be chanted togethi^. ; 
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It has been explained already that even when the Sarmns are separated, 
there is no incongruity in the term ‘ hriw^ratharOarmama^ i iox instance, 
when it is said that ‘ for a month Devadatta is to feed on clarified butter 
and oil’, what is meant is that he is to be fed, for half a month, with 
clarified butter, and for the other half, on oil,— sinularly the term ^hrhad- 
rathantdrasama' also may be explained. 

As for the Mkaha, as it is to be done only on one day, there is no possibility 
of ‘separation’, hence it has been said that ‘Samasta jyogamayomna^ 
ubhi 
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x\dhikarana (4) : At the ' Pmyamya' a,nd ‘ UMyamya\, 
the ‘ Ekddaskina ’ should he dealt mth semrally. 

SUTRA (6). 

[FOrvapaksa — contmued] — “Among the ‘ Ikadashinas therb 

VEB1I-.Y SHOULD BE COMBINATION, AS THAT IS WHAT IS DONE 
AT THE AbCHETYPE.” 

. Bhdaya. 

Thero is tho following text — ‘ jBifco<tofefna» pmifaniifodai/ann/atforaH’ 
ratrayoralabheta ' [ ‘ One should sacrifice the eleven animals on tht‘ Priiifaniifa 
and Udayanlya Aliratrcut']. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Should all the eleven 
animals be sacrifi<*ed on t he Fmyantya day, and again another eleven on the 
Udayamya day ? Or, out of the eleven animals, some are to be satsrifit^ed on 
the Prayaniya day and some on the Ihiayaniya day ? — This question arises 
because the form of expression is the same in tK>th cases. 

The Purva-pfiksa is as follows The terra ‘Iw’ (‘ verily’) implies the 
absence of all <ioubt. A^tnong the devm animals tiwte mnM be wnMnation ; 
i.e, all the oleveu are to be desalt with together on the Pmfa?fc%a day, aad 
again all the eleven, on the Udayamya day.— Why Because this is vOua 
is done at the Archetype ; at the Archetypal Sacrifice of the Jyoti^kma all 
the animals are sacrificed together ; and tte same combination is 
rendertid admissibU^ in the case in question also, by the Gmetal Iaw. — 
Furt.hcr, Mm-i Prayaniifa or the Udayar&ya thiy is s|>oken of only as a distinc- 
tive t{ualific4d.iou ; ami when all the eleven are found to l>e enjoined in con- 
neef.ion with tins Prayaniya day, tliere is nothing tn differentiate which 
ones from among the cileven are so enjoined. Similarly in connection with 
tht^ Udayanlya also. — From all this it follows tiiat there should be 
combination.” 

StDTRA (7). 

[POrvapaksa— “ Also because DisTiaBunvK tkeatmknt 
has been prohibited.” 

~ 5 :,S ' M:, 

“There is prohibition of ; disfebutive treatment in t.l«* fvxi ' On flic 
Prayaniya and the Udayom^ am »boald sacrifice the eleven animals’. 
In the ordinary way, there is distributive treatment, as asserted in the 
text ‘ one nniTr^^l should be saor^oed on each day and in acctadimce 
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with this, one animal woiild be sacrificed nn the Prayai^ya day and ihe 
other animals on other days: — Under the oircnmstanoes, what the text in 
question does is to prohibit those to be dealt with on the other days ; and 
afi of them come to be dealt with at the Prdyaitiya, and so again at the 
XMayamya. Hence it follows that all the animals concerned may be 
saesdfioed on the Prdyaniya dayP 


SOTRA (8). 

[SlBDHiNTA] — BAOT, THEBE SHOULD BE SBPABATB TBBATICBNT, ON 

THE BASIS OF BiBEOT ASSERTION, — AS IN COMMON PEAOTICE. 

Bkd?ya. 

The term ‘ va ’ (‘in fact ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. It is not right that they shotxld all be dealt with together, — there 
should be sepa/rcUe treatment. — Why ? — Becaiise of the Direct Assertion of 
Dtiality ; we have the assertion of Duality in the word ‘ prayaniyodayam- 
ya/yoh ’ ; — and* this duality is asserted as something to be made up, — and 
not as a distinctive feature. — ^Why ? — ^The injunction of the Shadashinl 
being close by, what is done is that after having enjoined the Ekddaahini 
by direct declaration, — again having indicated it by Direct Assertion, — for 
the purpose of laying down the purpose, it is again .added — ‘ Prdyay^iyoda^ 
yaniyayoh'^ ; the oompoimding found here becomes possible because members 
of the Pvandm compound are predominant factors, and hence there is 
need for the compounding. The compourtd being there, it denotes mutual 
eompanionShip ; so that the Skddashini appertains to the Prdyarfiya, not 
alone, by itself, but as accompanied by the Udayanlya ; — ^similarly it apper- 
tains to the UdayarAya also (as accompanied by the Prdyamya). Hence 
the significance of the sentence is complete with the whole lot (of the eleven 
animals). If, on the other hand, the two {PrdyayHya and Udayamya) were 
not regarded as something to be secured, then the members of the Dvandva 
compound would become subordinate factors, — and hence there being 
no need,— the compound itself would become impossible; and in that 
case the signification of the sentence would be complete with each one of 
the eleven animals, — ^As a matter of. fact, we find it spoken of as something 
to be secured.— Hence there must be distributive (separate) treatment. 

As in common practice ; — as in common practice, when it is said 
‘ give a hundred to Devadatta and Ycytiadatta what is signified by the 
compound dmxUayajhadattayoh’) is what is enjoined (predicated), and 
what the sentence means is that ‘ the hundred that is to be given should 
he given to Devadatta and YcyitadaMa * ; and on the strength of the predioa* 
tion of the Dvandva. compound, the ‘ hundred ’ is divided (between the 
two persons). Sinaflariy in the case in question, the * Eleven animals ’ 
have to be divided (between the PrdyarAya and the Udayaniya). 
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SUTRA (9). 

Also BECAUSE THERi: IS mSTRIB-DTIVE TREATMENT AT THE 
Archetype. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also there should be separate treatment.— 
“For what reason ? “—There is distributive treatment at the Archetype; 
as we read in the text— ‘ At the SkadctsMm one should sacrifice one every 
day’. It is a modification of this Skddashim that is laid down in the text 
in question— ‘ One should sacrifice the Bkadashmm at the Prd.ywn^ya and 
Udayanlya Aiimiras ’.—Hence we .should, as far as possible, preserve the 
distribiitive treatment. 



SUTRA (10). 


In CASE OP XTNCERTAINTY, THE COUESE IS DETERMINED BY THE PROXIMITY 

OE THE Archetype. 


BM§ya. 


This Sutra anticipates the following objection — vSays the Opponent — 
“If distributive treatment is desired, then five will have to be sacrificed 
on one day and six on the other ; and it cannot be decided which number 
shall be sacrificed at which of the two— the Prdyanlya and the Udayaniya ; 
— and as it cannot be ascertained, there will be uncertainty ; and when 
there is uncertainty, there can be no activity ; so that the izi junction would 
become futile 

In answer to tliis, we have the Sutra~ln the cxiae oj unoertairUy,—i.6. 
the doubt raised in the objection, — proximity to the Archetype is what is 
principally followed ; hence we decide that five of the animals would be 
sacrificed on the Prayantya and six on the Udayaniya day. 


SUTRA (11). 


In THAT CASE THERE SHOULD BE ONLY THREE ”, — if thU is urged 
[then the answer is as given in the next Sutra.] 


“If you think that proximity to’l^e Archetype is to be prinoip 
followed, then, in that case, only shbuld be sacarificed at the Prayan 
— ^just that number which, would be in with the plural number. 

This objection has been urgefi against the SiddhCMa, ; ; 
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Adhikabana (5) : Whm it is dedwred that ‘ the Vishvajit 
is Sarva/prstha it is only one ‘ Sdmcm ’ thM is to he 
brought im at the point that has been 
erngomedasthe"' placeof Prsiha\ 

StJTRA (13), 

[P0RVAPAK§A] — “ In the case of the ‘ SaSVAPR^IHA INASMtrOH AS 
the teem ‘ PB^mA ’ IS THEBE, ALL THE Pr§THAS SHOULD BE 
BBOUGHT IN AT ONE AND THE SAME PLACE, — THE PLACE 
OF THE PflSTHAS HAVING BEEN ALREADY 

DETEBJilNED.” 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the text — ‘ Vishmjit sarvapf^thah ’ 1.‘ The Vi$hvc0U saorifioe 
is one at whioli aU Pr^gias are introduced’, these Fr?thas being the six 
Samam, (1) Ratkanlara, (2) Brhat, (3) Vainipa, (4) Vair^a, (6) 
and (6) BaivcOa], 

In regard to this, there arises the following question — ^Are all these 
Pr§ihas to be introduced at the place that has been aaaigned to the Prffha f 
Or only one Pf^pha is to be introduced at that place and the rest are to be 
brought in elsewhere ? 

“ Which is ‘ the place assigned to the Pr^pm ’ ? ” 

The interval that comes after the MaMyandina-Pavamdna and befcsre 
the Maiiravaruim-Saman is the ‘ place assigned to ‘the Pf^iha \ 

The Purvapaksa is that — “ this same place woxild be the place wherein all 
the Pf^phas {Saman) have to be brought in. — ^Why ? — Because of the use 
of the term ‘ pr§pia *. The place in question is one that has been assigned 
to all that is used as the Pt§Pm ; hence all the Samana must be introduced 
at that same place 

SttTBA (14). 

[SiDDHSNTA] — ^In fact, thebe should be DISPIBSAL, ON ACCOUNT 
OF THE InJUNCTEON. 

Bhd9ya. 

The term ‘fw’ (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. WHiat has been urged above on the bads of reasoning should be set 
aside on the strengtli of Direct Jbijnontiibii ; and the Direet Injunction is 
that one Sdmcm only is to be used a» and the others are to be used 

as ‘Ponsdlmo’. — “How so ? ’*— Tbea^ is (he (injunctive) text — 'Pammdni 
raBuxntaram haroii, drhha^ hrhctt^ ttardni, vairupam hotuh pralham, 
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vairajam yahmaaama, sMkmrcm imitr&mriimiadrm ’ , [Where the use of 
the single Saman is laid down]. Thus then, by adopting this method, the 
said Injunction is made usdiul, if the other ;Sa?nam are used as ‘Parwaman\ 
Otherwise, there would he no justification for the injunction of one Saman 
to be used as ‘ Prspha \ In order to avoid this contingency, we conclude 
that one Saman only is to be used as ‘Prstha ’ and the others are to be used 
m ^ ParisSman'. 



Adhikarana (6) : The Wairupa-Sdman' and the ‘ Vai- 
rdja-Sdman' are to he Used as 
* Prstha \ 

StJTEA (15). 

[PCavAPAK^A]— “ The VaieCpa-Samah shoulb itnb place in the 

ENTIRE SACRIFICE, BECAUSE OF ITS CONNECTION WITH THE 

(entire) sacrifice; just like the ‘Trivbt’, it 

SHOULD HAVE ONLY ONE SaMAN.” 

Bhaaya, 

There is the. Jyoti§tonm~B&c,TiB.ce, at which there are two particular 
termmtiae® ’ — Ukthya and ^o^ctshin ; in connection with these, we read — 

‘ Ukthyo mirupa-sarm . . . ^o4aah% vair&jasdmd ’ [‘ The Ukthya is that 
which has the VairupaSdman ; the ^odaahin is that which has the Vairdju- 
Saman’j. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does the Vairupa-Sd/mn 
enter into the whole of the Ukthya-aacrificeA&nd the Vair&ja-Sdman, into the 
whole of the ^o^ashin-aacriflce ? Or are they to be used only in place of 
the * ’ ? 

The PUrvapak^a is as follows : — “ Throughout the whole sacrifice, there 
should be the one Sdman,the Vairupa only (at the Ukthya), and the Vairaja 
only (at the $o4a,ehm ). — Why ? — Because of its connection with the entire 
sacrifice ; without airy specification , the VairupaSdman has been enjoined 
in connection with the whole sacrifice {UWiya ), — so also the Vairdfa (with 
the ^odashin) ; consequently neither of them can be used in place of the 
Pr^pui only.— Just as in the case of the ‘ Trivft — ^in the case of the text — 
‘ The Agni^toma is trivrt % — the Trivrt-stoma enters into the whole sacrifice 
(of the Agni§p>ma ), — in the same manner, the two Schnans in question should 
extend respectively into the whole of the sacrifices. — Or, as in the case of 
the text — ‘ Phenurathai^a bkurvaishmdeixfii trivfdSva sarvastasya vishva- 
vaiyah Ootriyd dhenurdak^i ^,' — the milch cow {Dhma) is used in place of the 
entire Sacrificial Fee, so also should the two Sdmans in question enter 
respectively into the whole of the two sacrifices {Ukthya and ^odasMn),'* 

SUTRA (16). 

[Siddhanta] — ^In reality, they sboulb be used only in place of 
THE ‘ Prstha because of the presence of the 

INDICATIVE OF THE AeCHETYBE, 

In reality, the two Samam should he tatesn as tq bo used in place of 
the Prs^,—Ilow1 — In the two compound wcards *' VairQpa-sdnttU and 
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‘ VmrSja-sclmQ \ there is the term ‘ Soman ’ which is indicative of the 
Archetype j said it indicates that compounds are to he taken as Bahumihi ; 
so that what is enjoined is, not the Vainipa-Sdmm oi -Gm Vairaja-Sdman, 
but the fact of the sacrifice having the character having ^the Vairupa 
Sckmn and the character of having the Vairafa Soman. The connection too 
is with the Sacrifice, not with the Hgnm ; in fact, even in a single Hymn— 
if the Vairupa and the Vai/raja Soman are chanted, — ^the sacrifice can have 
the chafctcter of having the Vairupa Sarrum and the character of having the 
Vairaja Soman. — -How ? — ^If the Samara is laid down in connection with a 
Hymn, then it would be chanted over dll Hymns ; because all equally are 
Hynrns ; — such however is not the case; hence, when over a single Hymn, 
the VahUpa and the VairSja Soman are chsoited, there comes about the 
(hameter of having the Vairupa Soman and he character of having ihe Vcmdfa 
SSmcm. — ^And when this is done in connection with a single Hymn, they 
should be used in the place of ‘ Pf^ffia ’ ; because he character of having he 
Vairupa Sdman that is enjoined is a quality, — and so also’ is the character 
of having the Vairdfa Sdmam— and as such they could be used only 
in place of a quality of the same kind ; — at the Archetype, the quaUtim of 
this kind are the character of having the Brhat Sdman and the character of 
having he Bathantara Sdman ^ that the presence of these indicatives of 
the Archetype shows that the character of having he VairUpa Sdman and 
the character of having he Vair^a Sdman are to be used in the place of 
‘ Pffhct ’ in accordance with the principle, arrived at in Stiira 8. 1. 2.—; 
From all this it follows that the two Sdmans in quMtion are to be used 
in the place of ‘ Pr§$ha \ 

SUTRA (17). 

It WOTJIiD BB IJDO THE ‘ TbIVBT ’ ”, — IF THIS IS tTBOBD, 

[then the answer would be as in the followii^ Sutra]. 

BMgya. 

If it be urged, has been argued before, that — “ Just as in the case of 
the text * Trwrt agnigtomafy ’, the character of ‘ Triigi ’ enters into the 
whole sacrifice, — so should it be in the .case in question also ”, — then this has 
to be refuted [and we proceed to refute it in the following 

" S'OTRA (18). 

That cannot bb ; bboattsb at the Abohettpb the oonneotion is 

NOT WITH THE WHOLE SAOBIFIOB, 

Bhd^ya. 

It cannot be as suggested. In the case in question, we |5nd iSiat by 
reason of the signs of the Archetype, the VaitUpa and Vait&ja cannot , be 
connt»cted with the whole sacrifice. In the case of the * Trivft there is no 
such connection with any marks of the Archetype which could lead us to 
take it as not connected with the whole Mtnrifitw. Hence the case of 
* Trivft * is different frcnn that of the two Sdmane' in question. 


ABHYlYA X, PlDA VI, ADHIKABANA (6). 


1933 


StJTRA (19). 

“Ox ACCOUNT OF THE INJUNCTION, IT CANNOT BE .SO”,-— IF THIS IS 

UBGED [then the answer is as in the following Sutra]. 



If it be urged, as has been argued before, that—” just as the Injunction 
of thB Milch (7ow is used in place of the entire Sacrificial Fee on Earth, so 
should the two S&rmns also be used at the whole sacrifice then the 
answer is as follows) — 

StJTRA (20). 

In the case of uncertainty, it could be so, AS IN THAT CASE IT WOULD 
be quite reasonable; specially because thebe is no 

DIFFERENCE IN THE ACT. 

Bhd^ya. 

It is quite possible that the Milch Oow should set aside the entire 
Sacrificial Fee on Earth. Because when there is an uncertainty as to 
whether the said cow should, or should not, set aside the entire Sacrificial 
Fee, it is only right that it should set aside the entire Sacrificial Fee.— 

^—Because there is no difference in the act ; i.e. the purpose of the 
Sacrificial Fee remains undistiubed, whether it is done by means of the 
entire Fee or by means of the Milch Cow, Because the Milch Cow is found 
to be laid down as serving the same purpose as the Sacrificial Fee, — in the 

text “ The Milch Cow is the Sacrificial Fee ’ ; hence in that case it is only 

right. In the case in question however, the presence of the sign of the 
Archetype has set aside the grounds that were present in the other case.— 
Hence this case also is not analogous to that of the Sdrmns in question. 

SUTRA (21). 

Also because there is no modification of the Archetype. 

Bhd§ya. 

For the following reason also the Sdmans cannot be connected with 
the whole sacrifice.—” For what reason ? ^^--Because ihere is no modification 
of the Archetype ; that is, in this way, there is much of the Archetype that 
would remain unmodified ; and to that extent, the General Law would be 
obeyed,— From this also we conclude that tiie two Sdmans in question are 
not connected with the whole sacrifice,. ^ 


ADHiKiARAJfA (7) s 1% cosB of the iesd ^ Triwdagmsp- 
mak % ^ chamge of number isinffte^ Bfmm 

StiTBA (22). 

[PffBf AFiJ:^A| — is T3aB CASE OF 'mE ‘ TkIVET ^ as M? is a NUMBIB, 
THIBH SHOOT® BE A MODmOATIOK OF THE HOMBBB OF ' 

AX® CTINGS.” 

Bhdsya. 

W© have the text ‘ Tnvfdctgnifpmaih ’ [‘ The Affnhloma is threefold ’]. 

In to this, tfeeare aris^ the qnt^tion — ^Dc»es this number * Aree- 

fcMness ’ pertain to ali aoeesaories of the Agniflmm ! Or is it r^trioted 
to the Stoma only ? 

The Punxtpak^a is as foHowB : — ** When it is declatod that ‘ it should 
b© threefold \ tiiere should b© a modification, of every number. — Why I — 
Because in common paxianoe, the torm * threefold ’ (‘ iriitrt ’) is used in. the 
seofi© of ‘ coitmected with the number Thrm % as we find in the case of such 
expr^sioas as ‘ the Areefdd rope ‘ the Areefold gem ’ ; in the case in qu^- 
tion also, when it is said that ‘the Agni§ioma should be trvfi, threefold’, 
what is meant is that the Agni^^tma should b© ‘ connet^ted with the number 
ffftxwe ’ ; and this coimeotioa of tha Agrniffoma with the number Three can 
be brought about only through the number characteriamg the aceesaorii)?? 
of the Affms^rma , — not directly by itaelf ; —because Number is a quality. 
Further, h®^e.no particular thing is predic^^tod which could be measiirod 
by to® number in question ; so that in the absence of any specification, 
whatov^ acaoesHsry of the Agm^oma there may be .fit ior being characterised 
by a number should be taken to bo characterised by the said number Three ; 
which would, by refison of its belonging to the genua ‘ number % modify tlie 
mgimi number cjf thoee acoesscsies. Just as, when it is said that ^ Devadatm 
shouM be fed with Cords, Clarified Butter, and Rice, and Yajhadatta should 
be fed like Derndat^ with ofl. tlia oil is used for the purpi^e of lubricating 
the food, on toe ground of it« belonging to the genus of ‘ lubricants — and 
it is not used for tl^^purpose for which Bice fo used ; — in the same manner, 
in toe case in qu^tom, the numb^ should be utod for the purpose of number- 
ing 

SOTEA (23). 

[SroDHAHTA] — I h mot, IT IS OF THE ‘ StOMA ’ ONLY, BmOAVSM WE ITKB 
XCTDIOATIirES OF FT. 

Mdfya, 

It k not right that toe numbcHf everything should be changed ; in 
lit'h nadiw «Ncfiy toat too M be^ toani^id. — 'How so t| 
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— Because in another text, the term ‘ irkrt ’ threefold *) is found to he used 
in connection with the e.g. in the text ^ Tri^l-baMspmmruiriah*, 

it is clearly perceived that the term ^ pertains to the Stoma ; similarly 

in the text ‘ Trwrdagrmionmh \ 'there is the same word ‘ irvri ’ pronounced ; 
and it would bring to the mind its same relative; thus the texf^ being 
indicative of the Stoma, should modify the number of the Stoma itself. 

The following objection is here put forward: — “This is jsot f/ossibie; 
because as a rule numeral terms are not restricted in their applimtion; 
they specify anything to be numbered with which they are coiuiected ; as 
is clearly shown in such expressions as ‘threefold rop©’, ‘ thret'fold gem’. 
Consequently when it is co-ordinated with the Bt^mpammamt, it apeoifies 
the Hymn ; and in other cases also whatever may be there to be numbered, 
the numeral shall qualify that ; so that the presejice of the indicative of the 
Stoma also cannot be a ground for restricting the application of ttie muneral 
term in question.” 

The answer to this is as follows : — ^The term " trmi ’ in the present con- 
nection, transcends its ordinary connotation, and is used in the sense of a 
peculiar relationship of number and numbered ; for instance, in the sentence 

* Trivrt-bahi^avamanah what is expressed is the number ndm as pertaining 

to Stomas ; so tliat what are ‘spoken of are the nme StoHri^as ; — ^frora this it 
follows that the number in question subsists in these, — Similarly in an- 
other case also we find the declaration— ‘ sUmma 

^mmita nava prakrt^apmkrtn/r^^^ V where the m«e KapQlas are 

spoken of as measured by the * trvsrt stoma ’ ; and this shows tiiat the term 

* trwfi ’ has that well -known sense. Hence from the f^id wtJl-known usage, 
and from the co-ordination that has been found, it is recognised that such is 
the meaning (of the term ‘ Urwrt In common parlance also, the meaning 
of words is ascertained either through co-ordination or through usage; as 
in the case of such expressions as ‘ Ayam devadattah' (‘ This is Demdaita).-^ 
From all this it follows that the term ‘ trim-t \ having been fotmd elsewhere 
to be used in the sense of the peculiar relationship of number and numbered, 
brings that same relationship to the mind, through the presence of an indi- 
cative ; that is how, in the case in question, it comes to be taken as r^- 
tricted to the Stoma . — lias been argued that— *' numearal terms are not 
mstricted in their application, and are connected with all things — But this 
has been already refuted by showing that the term is to be iedeen, not in its 
etymological sense, but in its conventional sense.^ — ^[!Phus then, tha num- 
bers of other accessories (except the Storm) not being set aside by the 
sentence * trivft agni^foma^ the indication of the General Law becomes 
duly respected. 


Adhikaeaija (8): In cases of ‘ Ubhayasdma\ there is 
combination- of the Brhat and the Eathantara. 

SUTRA (24). 

[PCevapak^a]— In the ‘ Ubhay ^ama ’ there should be dis- 
tribution, Ab IN THE ‘ViSHVAHT’.” 

Bhdsya. 

There a re certain sacrifices (such as the Samsava and the Apachiti) 
called ‘ Ubhayaaaman' (Lit. ‘That at whicli both Sdmans are chanted’), 
laid clown in the text — 'Samsava ubhe kurydt, ' apachitampyekdM ubhe 
kuryat ’ [‘At the Samsava, one should use both SdTnans, at the Skdiax 
Apachiti also one should use both Sdrmns ’]. 

In. regard to this, there arises the question-— At these sacrifices, should 
the two Sdmans, Erhai and Eathantara, be chanted separately, or together ? 

Question — “ What is there to show that they should be chanted 
together ? — And what is there to show that they should be chanted 
separately ? ” 

Anamr — The same text tliat has been just quoted would seem to 
indicate both these courses. 

“ How ? ” 

Wliat the text means is tliat the sacrifice has to bo connected with 
both the Sdmans ; whethei; these Sdmans are chanted separately or 
collectively, in both cases the sacrifice becomes coimected with tiiom. Thus 
both the courses appear to be indicated in the text. — ^What then is the right 
;co''Ur8e,:,?, 

PMmjpiwfc#®:— “They should be chanted separately. — Why? — At the 
original Primary (Archetypal) sacrifice, the Pr^pha has been made up by 
eiiher the Bfhat or the Eathantara ; hence it follows that in the present case 
also, in accordance with the General Law that ‘ the Eotype should be per- 
formed in the maomer of the Archetype the Pr^yia should be made up by 
either the one or the other of the two Sdmans. It is only thus tlxat in the 
worldng of all the rites coimected with the Pr^pha, the details of the Archetype 
become entirely followed. On the other hand, if both the Sdmans together 
were to make up the Pf^lha, inasmuch as they wmild nullify one another, it 
would become an entirely different operation, as the Pf^tha would bo neither 
* Bfhat ’ nor ‘ Eathantara \ — Such being the case, so long as it is possible to 
obtain both the meanings from tjbe text, there is no reason why the General 
Law should not be followed,-— P’rom this it follows that, just as, at the 
V’Mtwgit saerifloe, the Bfhoit and the othear Sdmans are not all chanted at 
one and the same place [eide— Sfl, 1^. 8. 13-i4, above], so in the present 
instance also, the two Sdmans are not to be chanted together.” 
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S'OTRA (26). 


[SiBBHIota}— IeT YAOT, BOTH SHOBIiD BE TAKEN AS SEEVING THE 
PXJBPOSES OE THE * Pb§THA ’ ; AS THEY ABE NOT BOB ANY 
OTEtEB PtraOPOSE. 


Bhasya. 


It is not right that the two Samans should be chanted separately} in 
fact, they should he chanted together.— Why ? — ^At the Archetype, the 
Prafiia has been made up, either by Brhat or by Raihantara, optionally ; at 
the Eotype, in the case in question, under the General Law, they arc 
understood to be used, optionahy, at the same place {as at the Archetype), 
— and it is in modification of that idea that the present text lays down the 
associating of 6o*A— ‘ Both ’ — the Brhat and the Raihantara — ‘ should be 
chanted ’ ; — ^this association of both is secured only if the two Samans do 
not renounce one another ; — both of them being laid down as to be secured, 
the assertion of Duaiiiy and the assertion of association (both by the word 
‘ vbhe ’) has to be taken as duly significant ; — whence it follows that wherever 
(at the sacrifices in question) the Brhat-Saman is chanted, it is always 
aocompanied by the Rathantara-Saman, never alone .by itself. 

The following argument might be put forward here — “ What is meant 
by the ‘ association ’ of the two Samans is that they should both be used 
at the same main act (sacrifice) ;~this ‘association’ is maintained even 
when they are chanted separately (so long as they are chanted at the same 
sacrifice). For instance, when Devadatta and Yafnadatta are said to bo 
associated in the act of cooking, — ^if one does one part of the cooking and 
another does another part, — and one does not do exactly the same work 
that is done by the other ; — similarly in the case in question, one Sdman 
will make up one Hymn, and the other will make up another Hymn ; and 
they would be associated in the sense that they would be helping the main 
performance conjointly.” 

The answer to the above is as follows : — What has boon put forward 
is the right course in a case where there is association of two such things 
as are dependent upon one another. In a case, howcvfsr, whoni the associa- 
tion is in any one part of the action ooncornod, — ^beginning, rniddlo or end, — 
there the two have to go together, not separately. — “ Why I ” — Because 
the idea is that the one Soman will help thr^ sacrifice in the sumo manner 
in which it would when accompanied by the other Sdman. 

As for the argument that— in ordmary life, even wheti several agencies 
are spoken of as operating in a certain case conjointly, each of these functions 
separately ”, — ^the answer is that it m so in that ease . because conjoint 
functioning is impossible ; for instance, when a pot is boiling on the oven, 
it is not possible for anything else to be boiling there at the same time ; 
and hence by reason of this impossibility, sto one does it ; and not because 
it has nob been laid down by the texts as to be done by the two confoindyt 
not otlwarwise. In the case in question however, there is no such impossi- 
bility j because the use to which the Bfhat and the RatAardam are put is 
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the embellisliing of the verse; and this embellishment of the they 

can do coiijoiiitly ; and hence the only right course is that they should be 
used together. 

It has been argued that — “ when both courses are possible, it is better 
to follow the General Law, so that, if all the accessory details of the Archetype 
are adopted at the Ectype, there would be no harm done the answer 
to this is that, inasmuch as their conjoint use has been laid down directly 
by an injunctive toxt, there can be nothing wrong in rejecting the implications 
' of the General I«w. 

StJTRA (26). 

Also because we find indicative texts. 

Ekdsya. 

There is an indicative text also which shows that the Samctns in question 
are to be used together, not separately.— “ Wliat text ? ’’—The text says— 

' MaMvrk§au hi brhadrathanture nidhanena mmOpyUe, yanmahmrk§au 
samrchchhym na hyatra vibha-gnam prabhagruim' ; here a difference of 
^nidhanas' (the musical finale) is spoken of, which shows that the two 
Sdrmna are used at the same place. If they came at different places, there 
would naturally be a difference in the ‘ musical finale ’ (and there would 
be no need to mention it) ; when however they come together (at the same 
place), then alone, it becomes necessary to speak of the difference in the 
‘ finale ’.—For this reason also they should appear at the same place. 

There is another indicative text also : ‘ Purvdhno vai ratharUarant, 
apardfmo brhat ’ ; here the two Samans are spoken of as parts of the same 
day ; which shows that they should appear at the same place. 

From all this it follows that the two Samans come in together in place 
of the 


Adhikarana (9) : The, ‘ Eating of Honey ’ and, the ^ Eating 
of Clarified Butter^ should come in at the end of 
the ‘ §adaha ’ {8ix-Day-Session). 

StJTRA (27). 

[POkvapak§a] — “The bating oe potions in connection with the 

‘ Pe§THA ’ SHOULD BE DONE AT THE REVERSED ACT AT THE END OF 
THE THIRTY-THIRD (StOMA) ; BECAUSE OF ITS IM- 
MEDIATE SEQUENCE ; AS AT THE ARCHETYPE.” 

Bha§ya. 

In connection with a certain sacrifice, we read — ‘ The ^a^aha connected 
with the Pr^iha begins with the Thirty-third {Stoma) ’ ; — in connection with 
the Dvddaahdha, there is the following declaration—' When the t^adaha 
connected with the Prstfia is finished, one should be made to eat Honey or 
Clarified Butter — ^This Eating of Honey and the Eating of Clarified Butter 
beconae admissible at the former sacrifice, under the General Law.— And 
in regard to this there arises the quastion — Should the Eatiny be done at 
the end of the Thirty-third Stoma (which is the first Stoma at the l^adaha) ? 
— Or at the end of the (whole) J^adaha ? 

The PUrvapak^a starting with the Sutra is as follows : — “ In connection 
with the Prstha, the Eating of potions should he done at the reversed act — 
i^adaha — cd the end of the Thirty-third {Stoma ) — [At the normal l^adaha the 
order of Stomas is as follows — (1) Trivft, (2) Fifteenth, (3) Seventeenth, 

(4) Twenty-first, (5) Twenty-seventh and (6) Thirty -third ; — at some 
modified ectypes, this order of Stomas is reversed and (1) the Thirty-third 
comes first, (2) then the twenty-seventh, (3) Twenty-first, (4) Seventeenth, 

(5) Fifteenth and (6) Trivrt. — ^It is, this latter that is spoken of in the Sutra 
as the reversed' SadaEa'.) — ‘Why?’ — Because of invmediaie sequence; 
Le. at the Archetype (Le. the STormal ^adaha), the ‘ Eating of the Potions ’ 
has been done after the Thirty-third Stoma (this being the last Stoma in the 
case) ; — hence if one were to act as at the Archetype and do the Eating at 
the end of the Thirty-third Stoma, he would honour the General Law ; — and i£ 
he were to do it at the end of another ‘ Day’, he would be ignoring the General 
Law. — Immediate sequence is an * order of sequence and it has been found 
to be a basis of particular relationships; — in the present case, the ‘ imme- 
diate sequence ’ of the EaHng Of Potions has been found t j b(’ in relation 
to the Thirty-ihird Stoma ; and hence it is to be done after the Thirty-third 
Stoma." 
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SUTRA (28). 

[Sn)DHiNTA]“--lN FACT, IT SHOTOB BE DONE AT THE END ; AS THE TIME 
HAS BEEN FIXED. 



It is not right that the ‘ Eating of Potions ’ should be done at the end 
of the Thirty-third Storm ; in fact, it should be done at the end of the (whole) 
i^a^aha . — Why ? — Because what has been declared is that it should be done 
‘ when> the ^a4alia ia finished — ^not ‘ when the Thirty-third is finished ’ ; 
that is, at that end which is marked by the completion, of the ^a4o>ha, not 
that marked by the Thirty-third or any other Stoma; — ^the ^a^aha is 
finished in six days, not dti the one day, the Thirty-third, 

It has been argued that — “ By reason of the immediate sequence to the 
Thirty-third at the Archetype, the Eating should be done, in the case in 
question also, in immediate sequence of the same — ^This however is not 
right ; because at the Archetype it was as a matter of course that the 
immediate sequence of the Thirty-third came about. — How ? — Because at 
the Archetypal Dvddashdha (where we have the normal ^adaha at which 
the Thirty-third is the last Stoma) it is on the Thirty -third ‘ Bay ’ that the 
^a^aha is completed; — so that in the present case also there would be 
eating when the i$a<^ha is completed. — ^Thus then, the ‘ Eating ’ is connected 
with that day wliioh is marked by the completion of the ^adaha ; — this is 
what is meant by the declaration that it is to be done ‘ when the ^adaha 
is completed ’ ; — it ia not to be done on what is marked by the completion 
of the Thirty-third. 

It has been argued that “ the ‘ order of sequence ’ is a basis for deter- 
mining particular relationships”. — IVue, it is a basis for it; but not in cases 
where it nms counter to a more powerful authority ; in the present case it 
Ixas boon laid down through SyrUadical GomwcHon that the eating should 
be done at the end of the ifaddha ; so that, when a particular relationsliip 
has been established on the basis of Syntactical Connection, more Immediate 
Sequence (Order) cannot serve as the basis for any other relationshij). 

Prom all this it follows that the Eating should be done at the end of 
the lf a4hha. 


Abhikabaija (10) : Even when the ’ is repeated, 

ihe Eating of Honey and Clarified Butter is to be 
done only once, 

SUTRA (29). 

[POBVAPAKgA}— “ WhBH THISBE IS BEPETmOMT, THEBE SHOULD BE BB- 
PETmOH OF THE EaTENG, AS THE WHOIJB BACBIFICE IS PEBFOKMBD 
OVER AGAIN.” 

BTmaya. 

There is tlie text * Avrttam pr^ffiyam ^adahamupaffonti ’ [‘ They have 
recourse to the repeated l^a4aJia pertaining to the Pf^Aa ; at that rep«iated 
Sa^aiha, the act laid down in the text—* On the completion of the ^addha 
pertaining to the Ff^ha one should c»t Honey or Clarified Butter ’ — becomes 
admismble under the General Law. 

In this connection, there mises the question — ^With the repetition of 
the should the Eating also be repeated ? Or, should it be done 

once only, at the end of the ^a4(dia ? 

The Purvapak^ is as follows : — “ When there is repetition of the 
the Eating must be repeated. — ^Why ? — Because the uhoile sacrifice is per- 
formed omr again ; the performance of the sacrifice is repeated.; and whan 
that is repeated, everything connected with it should be repeated ; — ^just as 
the Sto&u and Shastra hynans conneoted with the ^adaka are repeated, 
so should the Eating also, which is connected with the l^adaha, be repeated.” 



St3TRA (30). 

[SiddhAnta] — In beauty, it SHDUU) be done at the end, as that 

IS THE TIME FIXED FOB IT, 


BM^. 

What has been said— that ”Whea the l^addha.is repeated, the Eating 
also should be repeated ” — is not right ; in reaUty, what should be done is 
that the Eating should be done once only at the end of tlic SmfuAor- why ! — 
Becatise is the Hme fixed ftnr if ; the fame for the Eating has Ijcen fixed 
as ‘after the completion of the §a4cihck\ f ScmtsihUB and ^ Bam- 

sihdna * means end, — ^i.o. the oessaficMi of operations relating to tl>e ^a4<dva ; 
— when one takes up the repeated perfotmanee of the Sadadm, he is not 
regarded as having desisted from the operations relatwig to the Badaha 
and so long as the Performer does not desist from the operations, the 
^a4dha is not completed ; becanase the * Oompletioa ' of an act means thtit 
tbe actor turns bis back upon it or takes up another act. When a man 


m2 


SHAB^BA-BBd^YA : 


is repmtxQg'tlie §a4o^ is noli.tiimiDg Ms badk upon it, nor Is lie taMiig 
lip mother ael^lie is lepeatii^ thatsanae act ; — so that the Sadki^ cmaot be 
legardfid as finished at that stage ; and when it is not fcsMied, and there is no 
oorsopleiloB, the McOmg does not come in at the time ; if it were done, it would 
be something not sancticmed by the scriptnres. 

It has been a4[^:ued that — ** just as the Stolm., Shasbra md other deteils 
of the ^ladaha are repeated (when the ^a^aha is reputed), so the Mating: 
also would be repeated ”, — But this is not right ; those details are all 
cminected with the ‘ Day * ; so that whm the ‘ Days ’ are repeated, it is 
only right that the SttOrn and the rest should he reputed ; in fact, they 
have not been eogomed in connection with the ‘ end ’ of the saraifee. In 
the case in qu^tion however, the Ecding has been mjoined in connection 
with, tl^ * end * of the ^uarifice, which Met has been already put forward as 
the ri^Emon (in suppcsH} of the -From all this it follows that it is 

not riy^ht that there ithould be a repetitim of the Mating. 

Further, if the Mating in question were a (part and parcel) of the 
thm it would naturally be repeated with the repetition of ite 
PrinMury ; as a znatter of fact however, it M not a part.— -Why ? — 'Because 
there is no ground for its bring regarded as a part j— it could be r^arded 
as a part rithear by r^eon of the Conteactt or through Synioitical Gonmetion^ 
or through notiring teat it helped the main act effectively. Not one of these 
conditions we dud present in tee presmt c«^. As for the Contead, that 
briongs to tee Xhddashdha, not to the l^a^aha. As for Syntactical Connection, 
what the expresrion ‘ Sama^itS ga^cdiS * (* on the oompletion of the Sadodm) 
IHodicates m Mating on the oom^tetion of the S^doha ; md the j^ado^ 
is ‘ completed ’ only when none of its parts remains to be done. — Lastly, 
the Barings of Honey and dariffed Batter do not accoid my help to the 
Scufaha . — “ Why ? ” — Because the Mating is done after the S^-4oha has 
ceased. It could have acceaded a help only to the extent to wMch it would, 
by farinjging about his satisfaction (of hunger), produce in the performer the 
strength requisite for carrying out the details preceding tee completion 
of the sacrifice ; certainly this could not be done after the S^’d^^iha had been 
finished. As f car Order and othesr evidences of subsidiary character, these also 
can be evidenced fw particular rriationsbipe only through tee hdp of other 
evidbaoes, never by teemsrives aiona — ^BVom all this it is clear that the act 
of Mating is enjoined fmr men at the time marked by the * compietion of the 
Sadcha *t and hmoe it should not be repeated in the case in question. 


Adhikaeana (11) : At tiie '' Gavdmayana \ the ^ MaUrtg of 
Honey ’ and the ‘ Eating of Clarified BnMer ’ are to 
he repealed every month. 

SCTRA (31). 

When thebe is intebbuption, thebe should be bepetitioe, bkoadse 

THEBE IS DIFFERENCE OF TIME. 



In connection with the ‘ Gavdmayana ’ sacrifice, wc read — * Chcdvard"- 
bMpJavdh ^4dhah, pr^thyah sadcAcdi m masc^ sa dvUiyah m Uiiyah m cha- 
turihah sa pamhamah' [where the repeated jMjrformance of the ^adaha 
for several months is laid down]; — in this connection, tiw* General Law 
mate admissible what is laid down in the text — ‘ At the completion of the 
Sadaha related to the Pr^yat one should <;at Honey or Clarified Butter 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is this ‘ Eating of the 
Potions ’ to be repeated evejy month ? Or is it to bt; done only once, at 
the end of all ? Which is the correct course ? 

The Purvapakm is as fellows In accordance with tlie principle 
evolved in the preceding Adhikanxna, the Ealing sliould be done once only ; 
it is only at the end of all, — not before that, — ^that tlie man desists from tlie 
operations relating to the ^adaha ; before that, even after he has i>erfornied 
the Sadaha, he proceeds again with the same ; — nor is the Sa4(dui ‘ completed ’ 
if the takes up its performance again ; — at the end of all however, he 
does not take it up again ; — hence it follows that the Ealing sltould be done 
at the end of aU.” 

In answer to this, we liave the following Siddlidnta : — Whm there is 
irUerruption, there should be repetition, as there is difference of time there 
should be repetition of the ‘ Eating of Potions ’, and it should not be done 
onlv once.— “ Why ? ” — ^Because the occasion is repeated ; the ‘ Completion 
of the Sadaha ’ is the occasion for the Ending ; so that whenevw the S^ddha 
is repmted, the occarion for Eating is repeated ; Irence the Eeding should be 
■ri^peated. 

It bas been argued that — it is only at the end of all, — ^not before, — 
that the man desists from the opcHcations relating to the 8a4aha ; even 
after having performed it, he again proceeds to take up the mtxm ’’.—The 
answer to tliis is as follows : — Even whew he takes up the wsrie act again, 
yet it is only ^ter compl^ng one pcrforinanco that lict .begins the other 
performance, aaid lie compietea this again r-fhis is not what is done in the 
case of the mere repetittow of 1*e Sadaha (dealt with ui the prt'cedhsg 
Adh^am ^) ; in that case there was repetition of the Pr^hya before it was 
quite finished ; in the pra^t case m ^ 3hai‘«i, the four Abhiplavas 
intervene between one Sadaha and the other ; and hence by reason of the 


interveation of a different salirnequmt act, the operationa relating to tiie 
PrftJm/a must be takm to h&ve bem completwi. This fe the difference 
(between the prwmt ease and the one dedLt with in the preKjeding 
^dfeiwfcamna). — ^That thte is so is clear from the fact that nnti! one action is 
completed, the oth^ action cannot be taken up. ‘ End * (or ‘ Comple- 
tion *) of an action is of two kinds — (1) having done it, one Mh back 
upon it, and (2) he takm up another action, — as has been already explained 
above.-~-5Vom all this it is clear tbat evary naonth the Pr^tya iJ^a§aka) is 
repmt^, along with an intervening factor (in the eh^pe of the AWpIavm } ; 
and when it is thus repeated, the Eating due to its completion has to be 
repeated ; hence the Eating should be repeated every month. 


Adhekarana ( 12 ) : At the Dvddashaha, the Sattra- 
; performers also are to eat the Honey. 

\ . S0TRA (32). 

[Pukvapaksa]~“ Being initiated, they should not bat Honey, 

BECAUSE THEY HAVE THE CHARACTEB OF THE ‘ ReIJGIOUS 
I Student’,” 


Bhasya. 



In connection with the Dvfldashnlm. we read— ‘ On the eotnj)letion of 
the ^adaha related to tlie Prstfm, one should eat Honey or Clarified Butter 

In regard to this there arises the qixestion— Should Honey be eaten 
by the Sattra-performers or not ? 

Tlfe Purvapak/^a is as follows — “It should not be eaten; — ? — 
because being ‘ initiattxi % they liave the character of the ‘ Rcligi(jus Student ’ ; 
— and Honey-eating has bwn forbidden for the Religious Student — ‘He 
should avoid Honey and Meat ’ hence it follows that they should not eat 
the Honey.— It may be argued that ‘ the injuriction t»f Honey-eating is a 
special one, and hence it sets aside the said prohibition which is a general 
rule’, — ^We say, it cannot set it aside.— Why ? —Tht'ro are two forms of 
DvddasMha, according as Honey or Clarified Butter is eaten, — and tho Sattra- 
performers would eat Clarified Butter (not Honey) ; at tho Ahlna, the eating 
of Honey is done by the Priests ; so tliat there would be these two kinds of 
Ihiddaskdha, with two different substances ; and there would be done nothing 
tlrat is incongruous. — ^From all this it follows that the Sattra-performers 
should not eat Honey.” 


StJTRA (33). 

[SlDDHlNTA]— I n fact, IT SHOULD BE EATEN, AS TT IS FOR FUEFOSES 
OF THE SACEmCB. 


Bhd§ya. 

It is not right that Honey should not be eaten by Sattra-performers ; 
in fact, it must be eaten. It lias been laid down for all performers, without 
any clistinction. When two forms of DvddmhSha are spoken of, in the text 
‘ On tho completion of the ^^acjlaha ^related to the Pf^iha one should eat Homy 
or Clarified Butter \ it is with a view to the two substances {Homy and 
Clarified Builer) being twed as optional ^tesmativea, — and not with a view 
to different performers. Hence ;Wte i^dude that the Saltra-pcrfornu'r'.-' 
also should eat Honey. I ■ 

It has been argued that — ** haawnu^ as it iile possible to take the two 



them ; specially as the eoiars© suggested woxild not be incompatible with the 
Eating being an auxiliary to the DvadasM^”.-^The answer to this is as 
follows : — On the completion of the ^a4(iha — ^pertaining to the Bcdtra, ot to 
the Ahlna— it is laid down, without any distinction that Honey or Clarified 
Butter is to be eaten; — ^under the circumstances on what grounds can we 
restrict the Sating in any way ?— If it be urged that “ it could be done on 
the ground of inconsistency ”, — ^that cannot be, because the Injunction and 
the Prohibition have been asserted in reference to different matters ; — ^the 
Prohibition relating to the purposes of the man, and the Injunction relating 
to the purposes of tJte sacrifice . — ^If the Prohibition were regarded as more 
authoritative than the Injunction, then in that case, the Injunctive sentence 
would be entirely superfluous. — It might be argued that “ it would have its 
\iae in the other alternative course — ^But that is not possible, as the subjects 
twe different ; it is only when there are two alternatives relating to the same 
subject and with the same purpose that we have Option , — ^not when the 
two relate to different purposes. In the case in question, we find that the 
two relate to two different purposes. — ^How so ? — ^The Injunction is for the 
purpose of making the sacrifice complete in all its details, and the Prohibition 
is related to the purposes of the man being fulfilled by the due keeping of an 
observance (of not eating Honey). 

From all this it follows that the Sattra-performers should ©at Honey. 



ADHiKARAifA (13): TM '' Mdnasa'^ is fart of the Tenth 
'Da/y^ 

StJTRA <34). 

[I^ETAPAKSA— “ The ‘MXhasa* should be a dotbrbbt 
‘ DAY ’ ; AS difference has been declared.” 

Bhdsya. 

la connection with the Difadashuha, we read — ^ Anm/& tvd pdtriria 
aarmidrammyot, prajapatayS grhymmti prdjapatyam manograham 

grhn&ti * [by which the ‘ Manasa ’-offering is described as consisting in the 
‘0«p% wherein the Earth is the ‘ vessel’, the Ocean is the ‘ Soma \ and 
Prajdpali is the ‘ deity ’]• 

In regard to this, there arises the question — -Is this Mdnawa-* Day ’ 
a, ‘ day ’ distinct from the Dvddaahaha ? Or a part of this same ? 

On this point there are found certain reaaona pointing to the Mdnaaa 
being distinct ; with a view to refute these reasons, the Teacher puts forward 
the following Purvapakga : — “ TKe Mdnasa ’ should be a different ‘ day ’ 
why ? — ^because it has been spoken of as different. — How so ?~~Ther 0 is the 
text — ‘ Speech verily is DvddashSha, Mind is the Mdnaaa — which speaks of 
the Mdnaaa as not included in the Dvddaahaha ; the expression ‘ Speech 
verily is Dvddaahaha ’ eulogising Speech, and the expression ‘ Mind is Mdnaaa ’ 
eulogising Mind ; so that, just as Speech and Mind are recognised to be 
really different from one another, so also should be the Dvddaahaha and the 
Mdnaaa ; because it is only when two things are really .separate that they 
are spoken of as different, not otherwise. Hence from the declaration quoted, 
it follows that the particular ‘ Day ’ in question (the Mdnaaa) is distinct 
(from the Dvddahhaim)P 

StJTRA (36). 

[PObyapajk^a — continued ] — “ Also bboause rr is EiriA>oiSBD throuch 

THAT.” 

“ For the following reason also the Mdnaaa slxould be regarded as a 
distinct ‘Day’. — ‘For what reason?’ — ^Because the Dvddashdha lias been 
eulogised tlirough the Mdnaaa ‘ day * How t ’—There is the text- - 
‘ Vidhmdni ha mi dvddaahdhaaya gvdamadm dhhcmddmai, tdni mdnmSnaim 
dpydyantV, which means tlmt ‘The m&ikm of the Dvddaahdha, with their 
'«toO0 gone* are diAen og ; th^ ^ iteelf ’ j mi 

clearly shows that the Mdmm M from the Dvdda^&m.— 

‘Sow t of fshe k not eulogisM through 

imJi immkef the frwjttwa' must be entirely 
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distinct ; Devadatta, for instance, is never eulogised through Devadatta himself, 
he is eulogised through his head, hands and other limbs. Similarly in the 
case in question, inasmuch as the Dvadashahco has been eulogised through the 
Mdnasa , — -from this eulogy it follows that the two are distinct.” 

SUTRA (36). 

[POevapab^a— “ Also because it is enjoined as coming 

AETEB THE LAST ‘ DAY ’ (OE THE DvADASHIHA).” 

Bhasya. 

“ For the following reason also it appears that the Manaaa is a distinct 
‘day’. — -‘For what reason ?’ — ^The Mdnasa has been enjoined as coming 
after the last day of the Dvddaahdha, in the following text — ‘ Patnih 
aamydjya, praftcha udetya, mdnasdya jyrasarpartti ’ [‘ Having prepared the 
wives and moving forward, he proceeds to the Mdnasa ’]. If this text were 
the injunction of an accessory detail of the Dvddashdha itself, — ^then in that 
case, it woxild have ended with the ‘ Preparation of the wife ’ in connection 
with the Dvddasfmha ; [but it is laid down as coming ajt&r it] ; on the other 
hand, if it is a distinct ‘ Day then there can be no room for the objection 
that it is an accessory of the Dvddashdha, of nothing else. From tins it 
follows that the Mdnasa is a distinct ‘ Day ” 

SlJTRA (37). 

[PtlRVAPAE^A— ccmcZwfZeei]— “ In this case the numbers would be 

APPLICABLE LIKB THE NUMBER ‘ THOUSAND 

Bha§ya. 

This /Sfiira contains the Purvapaksin's answer to an objection. — “ What 
is that objection ? ” — ^It is tliis— If the Mdnasa is distinct from the 
Dvddashdha, then there are thirteen ‘ Days ’ ; and hence the name ‘ Dvd- 
dashdha ’ (‘ Twelve-Days ’) would not bo applicable. 

The Purvapaksin's answer to this is as follows — “ When, on the strength 
of other authorities, it is found that the name ‘ Dvddashdha ’ stands for so 
many ‘ days then, on the basis of its being the nearest number, the term 
‘ dvddasha' (‘Twelve’ in the name ‘‘Dvddashdha') may be explained us 
standing figuratively for ihisimn ; just as in the case of the declaration — 

‘ The Atirdtra consists of a thousand Days, one should perform the Atirdfm 
sacrifice which is made up of a thousand’, — -the term ‘ thousand ’ is used in 
the sense of what is actually mme thaq a thousand ; similarly, in (ho crm© in 
question, the term * twelve ’ may be takm in the sen.se of what is more 
than, twelve (i.e. TMrteen), Or; (there may be another explanation) — The 
nmnn ‘ Dmdaahdha ’ is the name, of a ^roup oj acts, and we take it as standing 
for all tiiose acts in refetrmpe tp it has been used ; as a matter of fact, 

it has been used in refwwioe tq ^ tbe acte spoken of in the context ; and as 
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such, would stand for all these (be their number iwefoe or thirteen ) ; hence the 
objection has no force.” 

SUTRA (38). 

[SlDDHAlirTA]— I n fact, it should be eegabded as an accessory (part) 
OP ONE OP THE ‘ Days ’ (op the DvadashSha) ; because as 

IN THE CASE OP THE ‘ AmSHU THERE IS NO (SEPARATE) 


The Manaaa should be taken as an accessory of the Tenth ‘ Day’ (of 
the Dvadashaha ), — ^and not as a distinct ‘ Day — “ Why ? ” — Because there 
is no text that would justify its being regarded as a distinct ‘ Day “ How 
go ? ” — The text laying down the Mancmi ifiH— ‘ Anaya tvd pdtrena mmudara- 
saya prajapataye justam grk^mUi prdjdpatyam graham grhniiti ’ ; — and this 
is an injunction of the particular ‘ cup ’ in reference to the Tenth ' Day ’ 
(of the Dvadashaha ) ; as is c]ea.r from the fact that the verb ‘ grhtyiti ’ {‘ takes 
up ’) lays down what is an Embellishment ; and a difference of ‘ JCmbellish- 
ments ’ does not lead to a difference of ‘ acts ; it having been explained 
under Sutra 2. 1. 3, that Embellishments are not-injunctive (of Acts) ; as in 
that ease, the act is the secondary, not the principal, factor. — For instance, 
in the case of the Amshv nml the Adabhya, though they have been enjoined, 
yet they do not make disimet !U‘l^ {ride Su. 3. 6. 33-34) ; in fact, they are as 
two other ‘ cups ’ used at tlsc same HOt at which they appear, — and not as 
distinct acts. — If the Mdnasu is treated as an accessory of the Tenth ‘ Day’, 
and not a distinct act, — (a) it invoK cs the iUi^umption of very little of the 
‘ unseen (transcendental) factor ’, — -(6) t fic counr^ction of the context is 
maintained, — (c) there would be no perfornuvneo of any other act, not con- 
nected with the Context. — For these reasons, the Mdndm cannot be a 
distinct ‘ Day ’, it must be an accessory of the TeniJi ‘ Day 


SUTRA (39), 

Also because it is -spoken op as the ‘ dismissal op the Tenth 


For the following reason also the Mdnam should be regarded, not as a 
distinci. ‘ Day but as an ac^cessory, — ” For what reason ? ” — Because it m 
spoken of as ‘ the dismissal of the Tenth ’ ; there is a text speaking of the 
Mdnasa as the ‘dismissal of the Tenth’ t — ‘ What is known as the Mdnam 
is the dismissed of the TfAvffi Daf thj^ text speaks of the Mdnam aa the 
* dismissal ’ — Le, the end — of the Day This shows that it is the 

end of the Tenth ‘ Day — and it ie independent act by itself. — ^From 

this also it follows that it ligE ae<»30ry of the Tenth ‘Day’, not a 
dfeMapt act, » . 1']%^ . 1 ^s. i *' -T J , 
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SUTRA (40). 

Also becabse of the expbessiok ‘On the Tenth Bay’, which 

SPEAKS OF IT AS AN ACCESSOBY. 

Bhasya. 

For the following reason also the Mmmsa shoTitd be regarded as an 
Accessory.— “ How ? ” — It is only in that case that the following texts 
which speak of accessories, would be explicable — (a) " Bashame’ hani 
mSnasaya prasarparM ’ [‘ On the Tenth Day, they proceed to the Manasa ’] ; 
— (b) ‘ Bashaws' hani sarpardjnibhir rgbhih stuvanii ’ [‘ They hymn with the 
Sarparajm vwse®, on the Tenth Day ’] ; in these texts, the Tenth ‘ Day ’ is 
spoken of as the principal factor, and the Cup is spoken of as sometliing 
forming part of that factor. It must therefore be taken as an accessory of 
the Tenth ‘ Hsmm — -not as a distinct act. 

StJTRA (41). 

Beoahse the nttmbee is consistent (only undee. this view). 



The number denoted by the name ‘ DvMas?t3ha'‘ (‘Twelve Days’) 
too becomes consistent only if the Manasa is an accessory ; otherwise the 
name ‘ BvddasTulha ’ would be applied to Thirteen Bays, and as such would 
be incoTisisterd ; as ‘ twelve ’ is not expressive of Thirteen. 

It has been argued that “ the number would apply figuratively, as in 
the case of the number thousand ”, — ^That however is not possible ; as in the 
case of the number tJummnd, the things numbered have been cognised by 
other authoritative means of knowledge ; and as the numbered things have 
been actually found to be wore ihan a thousand, the term ‘ thousand ’ is taken 
M applied to them figuratively. In the case in question however there is 
no autheritetive evidence to show that the number of things is actually 
larger (than iwelue), on the basis whereof the figurative application could bo 
assumed. — for the declaration — ^ Anaya tvd pdtrma, etc.’, it only lays 
down an embeilishmesnt of the Cup, and hence what it enjoins is a repetition 
of the sacrifice oh the tenth day, — and it does not enjoin a distinct act; 
this we have already explained before. 

Such being the case, the direct declaration in question cannot justify 
the assumption of another ‘Day’;— nor is there any other means of 
knowledge pointing to such another action, on the basis whereof we could 
take the term as applicable to a larger number of things.— Donseqiientiy the 
term ‘ twdve ’ cannot be taken as used figuratively. 

Tlien agfiin, it has been aaserted that— “ the term, ‘ BvddasMha ’ being 
the nmm of a grmtp of oats, as fnaay wotild be taken as included in it as 
there wouW be in the contes:^-e-aQ4 repefcitaon would be in the form of 
the najue Tins also is It ia true that the term is the name 
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of a group of acts, but not in auch a way aa would be inconsistent witb 
actual facts ; tbe fact of the matter is that there are twelve acts measumi by 
‘ days ’ wiiich have teen grouped together and given the name ‘ Dvudashaha ’ ; 
it is in this sense that the name applies to the group of acts,— -not merely in its 
verbal form. In the ease of the naram of all acts, the name is applicable on 
the basis of the actual facts, which Is in a way referred to by the narntJ ; 
it is never applied irrespectively of the real state of things, as a mere 
technicality, like such terms as ‘ vrddhi \ ‘ gana ’ and the like. This is 
wliat is found to be the case with all such names as ‘ Agnihotra \ ‘ Shyena \ 

‘ Jyoti^poma Thus we conclude that the term ‘ dvddashdha ’ is a name 
appHtxi on the basis of facts, not without basis in facts. Hence the argument 
of the Opponent has no force at aU. 

SCTEA (42). 

In connection with the excess of animals, thebe is only one 

THAT IS MENTIONEB. 

BhM§ya. 

ifor. the following reason also the Mdnam is an accessory of the 
DvMmhaha.--'''^ For what reason 1 ” — With the excess of animals, — the excess 
that is indicated by the texts is of one only, not of ttoo : — TIjc text — * Fa|k 
pashuraiinchySta m aindragnah kdryajj, ’ [‘ The animal that is in excess 
should he dedicated to Indra-Agni*} — ^having laid down the MkadashM 
in eoimection with the DvUdaakdha, indicates that after the SMdashirA has 
been dealt with, there is one more animal that is required. [According to tlie 
Pikwapdk^al either there would be no more animals required, or it would 
not be one only. — “ How so ? ” — ^There are eleven animals (of the EkSdashinl), 
and there are twelve ‘ Days ’ (of the Dvddashdha) ; that there are twelve 
‘ Days ’ is shown by the text speaking of only one more being required ; if 
there had been thirteen * days ’ (as in the Purvapakfta, the Mdnam bfrfng the 
additional thirteenth ‘ day ■*), then there would have heeii two more required, 
not only one . — ^From tMs also it follows that the Mdnam is an accessory of 
the Dvddashdha, not a distinct act by itself. 

St?TRA (43). 

The * lULocY “’j oe the ‘ becolaeation is not incsonsistint with m 

BEING AN AOOESSOEY ; AS 3N THE CASE Ot THE 
* VEATAS 



This S&tra supplies the arjswea? to Wo (34 aitd 35). 

It hm bem argued (<*), that Mdmm should be r^arded m a 
distinct ‘ day ‘ because it has been deflated tO be different (under Bu. 34), 

. ' '•-aiMi ( t ) ' tliat th*w must be IhMadMa ha® been eulogist 
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through the AfSnasaj rio one thing is ever eulogised tliroiigh itself ’’.—The 
answer to this is as follows ; — ^Thore is no inconsistency in tins ; because the 
Composite has often been found to be eulogised through its component part 5 for 
instance, the Samvatsam-sattra has been eulogised through the details of the 
Mafmwata (which is one of the componentB of the Samvatsara-saUra). For 
instance, the text — ‘ Yanti vS Ste mithunad ye samvatmramupayanti , 
antarvedi mithunnu samhhavatah, tenaiva ^nitlmnd na 2 /nnii describes the 
defect of the whole Composite {SamvatsaTa-sattra), and then palliatas it bj' 
pointing out the redeeming feature of the Mahdvrata, which is a component' 
of that Sattra , — the whole tlms being eulogised through its part. In ordinary 
experience also, the whole is often eulogised through the part; when, for 
instance, Devadatta is said to be ‘beautiful ’ on account of, his long hair;- — 
similarly in thf) case in quastion also, the Dvddashdha would be enlogised 
through the Afanrtsa (one of its accessories), and there would be no incongruity 
in this, 

SOTEA (44). 

It is on ACCQhNT of TH® DECLAEATION THAT IT IS NOT TAKEN. AS 
ENBING WITH THAT, 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (mder SQ. 3(.l) that — “ there is a text speaking of the 
I>v>ldashdha as ending with the Mdnam, — this would bo aj^plicabla only if 
the Mdnaaa were a distinct " Bay ’ by itself, not if it were only an accessory 
of the Dtiddash&ha ; in the latter case it would be ending with the ‘ Preparatim 
of the Wife ’ — Our answer to this is as follows : — It is on account of the 
deehxration that it is not taken as ending with tfuit ; as a rule, the ‘ Days ’ of 
the Dvddashdha end with the ‘ Preparation of the Wife ’ ; but it is a peculiar 
feature of the Tenth ‘ Day ’ that it ends' with the Mdnasa, in accordance 
with the declaration — ‘ Having prepared the wives, they proceed to the 
Mdnasa ’ ; — and for a declaration there is no burden too heavy. For this 
reason also thei*6 is no incongruity in our view. 

Prom all this we conclude that the Mdnasa is an accessory of the Tenth 
■' Day not a distinct act by itself. 






( 14 ) : The ‘ Sattra ’ is to he performed hy 
several ‘ Sacrificers \ 

SUTRA (46). 

IPffEVAPAK§A] — “ Only one MAE SHOULD PBBFOEM THl SaITBA, LIKE 

ITS Abchetstpe.” 

Bhd§ya. 

The DvadasMIta and other Scitiras fojrm the subjeet-iMktter of the pre»ent 
Adhikaraim. 

In regard to th^e, there arises the question. — Should only one man perform 
the Sattra ? Or several ? 

The Fiirvapak^a is as follows ; — Only one ; — ^why ? — ^it is Uke Us 
Arehstype ; at the JyoU?t<»n<i (which is the Archetype of the Sattras), there k 
•only one Sacrificer ; and as the SaMra has that for its Archetype, it should have 
only one Saorificer, in accordance with the General Law. — ‘ But wo find 
several sacrificers spoken of — ^in such texts as — Those tvho, knowing this, 
ham recourse to the iSattra ‘ knowing thus they have recourse to the Sattra \ — The 
answer to that is that the Ba&tra has been enjoined for persons desiring oeatain 
rewards ; and these must be many, independent of one another j so that, 
even when each of them performs Hie Sattra singly by himself, it is po^ble 
to speak of the performance of the SaMra as done by several men; as 
in ordinary life, even when men do an act separately, the plural numbar is 
used — ‘ If the Heaven were to rain many people uxndd culUvaie the fields*, 
or, * if there is a good harvest, many Srahmanas would perform saocificea 
Similarly in the Veda also, we find such expressions as — ‘ Having risoa from 
the Sattra, they should perform the Pr^ihashamamya sacrifice — ^In the case 
in question also the plural number in ‘ amran * and ‘ yaflran % may be 
similarly explained.” 

SBTBA (46). 

tStODHlETA] — O h AOOOTTET OE DiBEOT BbCELABATIOE, Iff SHOULD BE 
PEKEOBMED BY SEVBKAL MEN. 

Bhagya. 

It is not right that thare should be only <me Saorificer, not several. In 
fact several persons should perfo3cm the /5?ofl^H8scrifiLoe. — “ Why t ” — ' 
Because there is a Diredi Dedarationi there is the dedlaration containing the 
verhe ‘ &amm * and * tip^yuh % alJ fe the plural icxexa, wMoh shows that 
what is enjoined is conneoted with phmJU^ (of men) ; and this fact, thus 
directly declared, sekt aside the nqkcn of there being only one Sacrifioear, 
which is based cmly upon the imj^oaHons of the General 
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SOTEA (47). 

Iff IT IS AEQxriD THAT— “it IS A MERE ASSEBTEOH ” [then the answer 
is as follows]. 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 45) that — “ the plural number may be taken 
as based upon the similarity of action, as in. ordinary experience we meet with 
such expressions as ‘ would perform sacrifices — and in the Veda also, 
such expressions as ‘ they should perform the Prs^ftuaAawamya-sacrifice ’ ; 
the same wotild be the case in the present instance also — ^This has got to- 
be refuted, [and the refutation is as follows]. 

SCTBA (48). 

That oawnot be, as ‘ ohe ’ is mbetioked (in connection 
WITH another). 

BM§ya. 

That it should have only one Sacrificer is not possible for tlie Sattra , — 
Why ? — Because ‘ one ’ is mentioned in cotmeetion with another. — How so ?— 
There is the following declaration — ‘ One who receives a gift at the SaUra 
eats a de>ad corpse ; only one should perform the sacrifice ’ ; where having 
(in the first clause) disposed of the Sattra, the second clause lays down, in 
regard to another sacrifice, the fact of there being only one performer ; and 
this implies that at the Sattra there should be several sacrificOTS. 

As for the analogy cited of ‘ ordinary experience ’, that is not right ; 
because in ordinary life, the woid is only a reiteration of what has been 
known from elsewhere, and hence when it is used it is understood to be 
based upon the presence of similar activities. 

The instance that hsis been cited (under Su. 45) of the TJdavasdmya — 
it is all right in regard to the Udavasciniya, as there mere performance has 
been laid down in connection with various Udavasdniyas ; and it is this 
plurality, thus indicated, that is reiterated in the text cited ; — this has been 
already explained. In the case in question however, the activity is one 
prompted entirely by the verbal injunction, — and the verbal injunction 
connects the performance of the SoMra with performers, as qualified by 
plurality ; so that when the action comes to be undertaken on the authority 
of the verbal Text, due significance has to be attached to the pluraity ; hence 
it follows that the Sattra should, be peajfomed by several pwsons. 

StJTBA (49), 

. ' Teem *(3ossmin»otg’. 

^ ' 'j 

Tor the following reason also there shcadd be several sacrifices at the 
Sattra.-~~-‘^* For what reason ? Beoax®80 we find ‘ commingliiig ’ ; there is a 



test wMeii deolaxM the ' comnaingling ’ of several ‘ Fires ’ in one place — 
‘ Pmidwibhih pmhtibMryaJc^yamdnah sannivapSran \ ‘ Sdvitrd^i ho^yantaJi 

mnniwp^ran ’ [‘ When going to sacrifice five animals they should commingle 
the Fir« % ‘ When going to ofEer the 8dvUra libations, they should commingle 
the Fires ’3' It is only when several persons perform the act conjointly 
that such ‘ commingling ’ of the Fires is possible ; if each man did it separately 
on his own account, the mention of ‘commingling ’ could not be explained. 
From this also it follows that there should be several Sacrificers at the 
Sattra. 


StJTRA (60), 


THBK® WBEE OHLY ONE PBBFOBMBE, THEE THE SPEOIFIC MENTION 
OF ‘ SEVEEAL ’ WOXJLD BE MBANINGLE.SS. 


Bhasya. 


For the following reason also we conclude that the performance is done 
by 8e%mral persons conjointly. — “ For what reason ? ” — V/e read — ‘ Fo iw 
bahundm yajamdnandm yrhapatify. m aatirasya pratyitd. m hi bhuyi^hdtn 
rtidhimardhnoii ' [‘ Among the several sacrificers one who is the master of 
the house is the propounder of the Sattra, and he obtains the highest 
pr<»peirity ’] ; this text speaks of a particular result accruing to one Master 
of the House operating with several sacrijieers, and hence shows that the 
performance is by several persons jointly. Otherwise, if there were only 
one Sacrifieer, — as there would be only one Agent and only one result, — any 
distinction between general and special results woxild be incongruous, and 
hence any mention of a particnlar result accruing to the Master of the 
House would be meamugless ; — and yet, we do, find such a particular rfmilt 
mentioned ; — ^from this also we conclude that several persons should perform 
the jS'aflm-saorifice. 


■ ^ V t-'. V . J 
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Adhikasaka (16): At the Sattra, the ^ Sacrificers'' thewr 
selves act as ‘ Priests 

SUTRA (51). 

[POEVAPAKSA] — “ OmSES shoui*b be the Pbiests, as at the 
Aeohetyph.” 

BM§ya. 

SaUrm are the subject-matter of consideration here also.— It has been 
explained that it is performed by several Saoriflcers. 

The question that arises is. — ^Are the sacrifices of the SaWra themselvi^ 
to act as ‘ Prints ’ ? Or are others to be secured ? 

The PHroapah^a is as follows ; — “ Other persons should be secured as 
PrieMa- — Why ? — At the Jyoti§torm, which is the Archetype of Sattras, it 
has been, declared that other persons should be secured as performers 
(priests) j similarly in the case in question also, when the Sacxifieeta are 
performing the sacrifice, they should, in accordance with the General l£i,w, 
secure other persons ; it is only thus that the performance would he * like 
the Archetype ’ 

SUTRA (62). 

[SlDDHiNTA]~lN PACT, THE SACKIBTOEKS THEMSELVES SHOtTLD BE THE 

i * Pbiests ’ ; beoattsb op the ooNNEonoir op the PBiEsaKi ’ 

NAMES ; HENCE THE OHABACTEE OP * SaOBIPIOEB ’ 

BELONOS TO THE PBIESTS. 



It is not right that other persons should be secured as ‘ priests * ; m 
fact, the Saerijicers themadvea ahouM be the Prieata,- — “Why?” — Because of 
the connection of the Priests' names ; the embellishment of Initiation, which is 
done for the Sacrificer only, has been laid down in connection with the names 
of the priests, A^mryu and the rest, which are aH based upon the per- 
iforxnanoe of cOTtain functions j which shows that the Sacrificers are connected 
jwith the functions of the AiShmsyct and other prieslB. — " How so ? ” — ^It is 
mily when they perform these fuhotions that they can be referred to by 
names based upon those funcdons, — not otherwise ; from this we conclude 
that they are actually connected with those functions. 

“ What is that text where the Initiation is spoken of ? ” 

It is thus — ' Adhvc^yurgrhapa^m dik^o/yUva 5mAmSnam dsksayati, tcUo 
ho^crnt tata udgSfSrmn *, and so qn all the priests become connected with 
fmtioHon. — ^From this it follows fihat the Sacrificers themselves — and none 
e^ars — should perform the Prieq^ iFunotions. ' ? 



SUTBA(63). 

i frm T4lMTtllST.T.TfiHM EyT WILli BS OF mE PBBFOBMIIB, 0¥ m® STBSafOTH 
OF TBM DeCSiABATION, — ^AS DT THE CASE OF mi IhSI’AIIjIB ”j — 

If TOTH IS TJBGED [theai tile answer is as in. the next 


Bha§^. 


mmA{5i). 

When miBii is a nowM, ft shouwi be as DirMBMnraB bt eeason ; 

AS AT THE ABOHBTyPB. 

BM§ya, 

It is not right that the Prie^te shoold be oihwr thaxt the Sacrificsrs ; 
in fact, the Sucrificmi themselvee shonid be ^ BnetAs . — “ Why ? ” — 
When there is a doubt as to whether the same persons who are the SacriJi&^H 
should be the Priesia, or these shouM be different from theca, — the reasonable 
course is that those same should be the Priests j the reason for this has been 
explained already above, under S®. 52; from what has been said under 
that jSSfilm, we conclude that those same should he the Priests. 

It has been argued that ^ Hba BhubaUMunesat jdadl be of the Priests^ 
as at the Installation *\--But that is not right. “Why?”— When the 
EmbelHahment (Initiation) has bean laid down in connection with the Sattm, 
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it may be taken, either as ©njoined for the Pri^te and sericing no nsdEnl 
purpose in connection with the Archetype, — or as serving the same purposes 
as at the Archetype, but laoentioned in the text as lasdng down the order 
of the Initiation, in view of the fact that there are several Sacrificers. 
Between these two alteniatives, it is much simpler to take it as deecribing 
what is already known to be admfesible (under the General Xiaw ; Le. the 
latter alternative), because in that case the text lays down only the order 
(of the Initiation); while if the Embellishment were for thB Priests, it would 
be necessary to assume an umeen (transcendental) factor, and to take the 
text as laying down several factors. Hence the right course is to take it as 
describing wlrat is already admissible tinder the General Law, and not as 
laying down anytliing not already known. 

It has been argued that — Just as there is the injunction for the Priests 
to keep fast, or for the PirednstoMer to keep an obsacvanoe, — ^so in the case 
in question also, (it should be an injunction of the Initiation of the Priest) 

— ^But in thosi!! cases it is only right that it should be so, as there are the 
distinct declarations — ‘ The Priests keep fast ‘ He should keep an 
olmervaace during that night ’ in these cases what is laid down is something 
new, and hence there can be no suspicion of its being already known j hence 
the texts are taken as Injunctions, 

SOTEA (55). 

’** ThB names may be taken as those Off THE Masteb, like the name 
‘ Gbhapati ’ ”, — Iff this is xtbgkd, [then the answer is as in 
the next Sutra}. 

Bha^a, 

This SMra embixlies an objection (against the SiddhmOa) — Why 
cannot the term ‘ Adhmryu ’ and the rest be taken as names of the Master, 
like the . term ‘ grMpcdi ’ ? — ‘ What would be the effect of this ? ’ — The 
effect of this would be that the fact of the priestly functions being performed 
by persons other than the Sacrificer, — ^which is whiit is admissible under the 
Goaeral Law— would not have to be set aside, and at the same time, the 
names ' Adhmn/u ’ and the rest would come useful as standing for the 
Sacrifleer, — just like the name ‘ Grhapaii ’ 

The objection thus set forth is answered in the following Sutra. — 

SOTBA (56). 

. That cannot be ; B®aAirsB tha*? alone should be acgefted whhsr 

IS iVELL-KNOW; THE OTHBB NAME IB ABBUOABLE TO ONE 
WHO IB NOT HNBOWBD WITH THAT CHAEACTEB. 

jmm- 

It is loot rij^t that ttaa namm and the rest should be hiken 

as staffldlag for the like the name ‘ Qfharpcdi \ — “ Why f 
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Bocame that alme shovM he accepted whMt is toeU-known; as a matter of 
fact, th^ namm axe well-kaowB as applicable, on the basis of the functions 
performed, to persons performing the functions of the Adhmryu and other 
Priests, — ^not to those performing the functions of the Sacrificer ; hence it is 
not right or possible that they would be applicable to the Bacrificers %'rho 
have no connection with the priestly functions. — “ But how about the name^ 
‘ QffmpaJti V? ’’—The answer to that is that the name ‘ Qrhapati ’ (Master of 
til© House) applies to the Master who has no connection with the priestly 
functions. Further, even etymologically the term ‘ ffrhapati ’ is expressive 
of the Paii (Master) ; and hence it would be only right that it should be 
a name of the Sacrificer. In fact, even in connection with the Archetype, 
this term has been -used in >tbat sense, in the text ‘ grhapaiirifajeta' (‘ The 
Master of the House should sacrifice ’). As for the terms ‘ Adhvaryu ’ and 
the rest, on the other hand, which are related to the functions of the Priests, 
they cannot, in any way, be applicable to the Master ; hence, on account of 
their btang connected with other functions, they are taken as different. 

Further, if they were equal, then tiae specific mention of ‘ several ’ 
would be meaninglesj. 

For the foHowing reason also, the Sacrifices themselves should perform 
the priestly fmotions. — “.For what reason.?” — Says the text — ‘ Yo mi 
hcdtiinSm pajan^mandm ^hapatih saUrasya praiyltd sa M bhuyi^ihdm fddhi- 
rr^rdhtwti ’ Among the sevwal Sacrificers, the one Master of the House 
who is the propounder of the Sahtra secutm the high^ prosperity ’] ;-«> 
the very specific mention of one Sacrificer, hy the t«m 'grhapaH\ can 
be expiaincxi only if all the Saariflcera do not stand on the same footing, — 
not otherwise; if all of them were to perform the functions of the 
Bacrificer, and did no other work, then, in that case, tiiere would be no 
distinction among them ; so that there would be no justification fca* the 
specific mention of one of them. If, however, the other Sacriftcers perform 
both functions — those of the Sacrifiser as well as those of the Prieats — ^whiJe 
the Master of the House performs those of the Sctcrificer only, — tium, in that 
case, the specific mention {of the iattesr) is right and projM^. From the 
said specific mention, therefore, it follows that the Sacrificers themsrives are 
Priiirt*. 

St5TRA (57). 

The isoMYtOH of the ‘ lErriATSB ’ anb the ‘ tjeihikated ’ also ib 
HOT EXFUOABLE; as the EACn^ ABE ALWAYS TSKBK. 

Bhd^. 

For the followxng' reason also Sattras are performed by tlui Su^mficers 
thenk^lvee. — “ For what reason ? ^’—Because there is meniio*;ii of the 
‘ initiated ' and the ‘ uninitiated ’ ; the text aaya — " The niiiiid&d perform 
the jS'fi^tm-sacrifice, the unmitmtai perform the A/mia-rnwrifiee ’ — the two 
faotit awe always tiwre— that those^ who asr® sWfwW p»fi 3 «i werifie®* for 
their own sake alone, while those who are iminiikUed |5erform sacrxficsss also 
for the sake of another sacirificer * ^ as re^twls these twm facts, ttere were 




SUTBA (58). 


AliSO BECAUSE mBEE IS NO SAORIFICIAIi JIBE. 

BM§ya, 

Fop the following reason also the SaUra shottld be performed by th# 
Sacrifioers themaelvm.~“ For what reason ? ‘’—Becowe there is no Sacnpmt 
Fee ; they say that at SaUras, there is no Sacrificial Fee j * there is no ww, or 
doth or gold given at it % says the text ; this declaration of the absence of the 
Sacrificia] Fee is possible only if the priestly fimetions are performed by the 
Sacrificors themselves j not otherwise ; if they were performed by oth^ then 
it would be impossible that there should bo no Sacrificial B^ee; no one ever 
takes up any activity for the sake of another person, unless tliero is some 
purpose of his own.— From this also it Mlows that SaUras are performed by 
the Sacrificia tiiemselves. 


• 5., . ■ f.i. i 'p: i ■; ;■ 
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Adhikabana (16) : Difference between ‘ Sattra ’ and 
^ AMna \ 

SUTRA (69). 

To THE DvIhashXha belongs the character oe ‘ Sattea (a) When 

THE INJUNCTION IS OF ‘ SiTTiNG ’ AND ‘ PROCEEDING AND 

(6) When there is a plurality of Saceificers 
these being ASSOCIATED WITH THE NAME 
‘ Sattra 

Bhd§ya. 

The DvddasftaJui is the subject-matter of this Adhikaraim. 

It has been explained above that the Dvadaahdha is a Sattra and also 
ah AMna ; of these two forms of the Dmdaahdha, the definition is provided 
now — ‘ when the Dvddaah&ha has such and such characteristics, it is Sattra , 
— and when it has such other characteristics it is AMna \ — ^In order to 
understand this distinction, it is explained that — (a) when there is injunction 
of * sitting ’ and ‘ proceeding and (6) when there is plurality of Sacrificers, 
it should be regarded as Sattra ; as a matter of fact, the two injunctions 
hi the form of ‘ aaaiS ’ {‘ they ait at ’) and ‘ upaycmti ’ {‘ they proceed ’) are 
hlWays found to be associated with the name ^SaMra\'in such texts as — 
(a) ‘.Those who knowing thus aU at the Sattra and (6) ‘ Those who knowing 
thus, 'proceed to the Sattra ’ the name is also associated with the plurality 
of morificers, in such texts as -*-" Tho numbM? of persons sitting at the Sattra 
should not be more than twmtyfour, nor less than seventeen ' ; so that of 
two things thus associated, when one is found, it brings the other to the 
mind. 

SUTRA (60). 

To IT BELONGS THIS COBLABAOTB® QV * AUtSfA"*, {») WHEN THE INJUNOTTON 

IS OF ‘ SAOKTEIOINa (bf WHEN THERE IS NO RESTRICTION 

REGARDING THE NUMBER OF ‘MASTERS’. 

Bhd$ya. 

Question — “ When is the DvadasMha an ‘ Ahina ’ ? ’* 

Anmer — (a) When there is injtmetion of ‘ saorifleihg and (6) when the 
number of Sacrificers is not restricted,'— then it is xmderstood to be AMm 
As a matter of fact, Alvinas are invariably enjoined by means of the root 
‘yaga' (‘to sacriftoe ’), as in the textr‘--i* Ilwir dirStia yajita\ The nuihber 
of Sactificers, also at these is not restricted j while that of the Sacrificers a% 
the Sattra is restricted— that they nmst be tnonj/. 

The purpose served by the of things defined lies in itself, and 

no other purpose need be soni^t'for. 


Abhikabana (17) : At the* PawnMnha ’ sacrifice, the 
Sacrificial Fee shovld he given only once, 

SOTRA (61). 

[FfJB.VAPAS:§A] — “A t the ‘ Ahina’, the htjub begaeding the Sagei- 
EICIAL Fee SHOTOjD vaey day by day, becaitse it is an 
AOOESSOEY DETAIL, AND EACH DAILY PEBFOBMANCB 
IS DISTENCT BY BTSELF. 

'BM§ya. 

There is the Paimdarika sacrifice lasting for eleven days, laid down in 
the text — Faui^nkiina ekddaeharatreiM svarSjyakamo ya^eta* [‘Desiring 
sovereignty of heaven, one should perform the Pawn4arika sacrifice lasting 
for eleven days’]} in connection with that sacrifice, we read — ‘At the 
PauijdaHka one should give ten thousand, — a thousand horses on the 
eleventh 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Are the ‘ Ten Thousand ’ 
and the ‘ Thousand Horses ’ to be given every day (of the eleven days) ? 
Or are they to be given only once ? 

The PUrvapak^a is as follows : — “ At the Ahina, the rule regarding the 
Sacrificial Fee should vary day by day. — Why ? — ^Because the Sacrificial Fee 
is an accessory detail, and the * days ’ (constituting the Paundanka sacrifice) 
are the principal factor ; and when the Fee has been laid down through the 
name of the Composite whole (‘ Patmdarika), it is with reference to the 
‘ Days ’ composing that sacrifice ; and when a subordinate detail is thus laid 
down, it must differ with each one of the ‘ principal factors * in the shape of 
the components of that composite; — just as, when Bathing or Smearing of 
Sandal-paste is laid down for a group of men, it is done by each member of 
the group so should it be in the case in question. In this way, the General 
Law also becomes followed, as it applies to each individual Bite ; and the 
excess of the Fee would tend to the excess of the Reward (obtained by means 
of the Sacrifice). — From all this it follows that there should be a distinct 
fee given on each day.” 

StJTRA (62). 

[Objedion against Purvaf€tk?a}—^jn the whole ls one Rite [Hence 

^ THEBE SHOULD BE ONLY ONE Fee]. 

Shagya. 

It is not right that there should be a distinct fee for each day ; as 
a matter of fact, the ‘ Ten Thousand (Oows) * and the ‘ Thousand (Horses) ’ 
should be given only once. — Why ? — Because the whole is a single Rite ; 
there is one purpose to be served by the Fees, — ^ vIk, the securing of the 
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service of the Priests ; these service having been secured for the accom- 
plishment of the entire sacrificfe with idl its subsidiaries and details,— there 
can be no need for the same in coinrse of the performance of that sacrifice ; 
and hence it is not done over again. — The argument that “ an excess in the 
accessory detail (Pee) will be conducive to excess in the reward — ^this is 
so only when the fact of a certain thing being an accessory detail has been 
duly recognised, not otharwise ; — and the Fee is an accessory of the entire 
eompmite sacrifice, not of each of its components as has been explained 
already. — ^It has been argued that — “The General Law appertains to each 
individual rite and hmtce indicates the admissibility of the details at each 
But the General Law becomes set aside when it is foimd that on the basts 
of the direct declaration the Sacrificial Fee is taken as enjoined with 
reference to the entire sacrifice regarded as one composite whole. Hence 
there is no incongruity at all. 

SCTRA (63). 

[The FutvapaJcsin’a answer to the above dbjectim ] — “ The injtwctiujs 

OF THE ACCESSORY DETAIL SHOTOD PEBTAIN TO EACH OF THE 

‘ Days like the ‘ Pb§adUya 
Ehdsya. 

“ It is not right that the Fee should be givmi only once ; in fact, it has 
to be given several times. — Why I — What is laid down in the text in question 
is a peculiar feature of the Fees that are already known as to be given day 
by day ; and as such, that feature has also to be adopted day by day ; — 
like the Prsaddjya (Mixed Clarified Butter) ; just as in the case of the text, 
‘ Offers the Anuyajas with Mixed Clarified Butter the ‘ mixed ’ character 
of the Butter, which is a peculiar feature laid down in connection with the 
Anuyajas, is taken as referring to each one of the Anuyajaa separately; so 
should it be in the case in question also.” 

SCTBA (64). 

[Ano0ter objection against the Purvapahsa}--TB3 Fees connected with 

THE JyoTISTOMA AFFEBTAEN TO ALL, AS ALL CONSTITITTE A 
SINGLE ACT ; HENCE, AS AT Ttna AbCSHETYPE, THEBE 
SHOULD BE NO MODHTCATION IN THE MATTER 

OF THta Fees. 

Bhd^. 

It is not right that there should be a separate Fee on each day ; in fact, 
it should be given once only as oammon to edl days — “ How so ? ” — 
As a matter of fact, Me Fece connected with the Jyotiffoma are given as 
appedxdaing to Ihe whole set of acta (that go to make up that sacrifice) ; 
and an these Fees, which are for the purpose of securing the services of the 
Priests »t the Composite Sacrifice, are admissible (according to the General 
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Law) at the Pauv4<^nka ; it is in reference to the Fees thus admissible that the 
text in question lays down the peetdiar feature that the Fee should be ‘ ten 
thousand (Cows) and one thousand (horses) ’ ; — when this peculiar feature is 
thus laid down, it leads us to the conclusion that it is in modification of all 
those Fees that are given at the sacrifice (mder the General Law) j but it does 
not set aside the notion that the securing of services is done once only. From 
this it follows that it is to be given only once. — ^As for the instance of the 
Anu^ajm that has been cited, — ^it is only right in the case of the Anuyajas, 
as it is a distinct substance (ilf wed Clarified BvMer in place of Clarified Butter) 
that is laid down ; a substance is always laid down as an accessory of the 
sacrifice ; so that when the Sacrifices are different, the substance used at one 
sacrifice does not help the other ; hence it has to be used separately with 
each. In the ease in question however there is only one Securing of services 
{for the entire sacrifice, which is one composite .whole), as already explained ; 
hence there can be no analogy between the two cases. 

StJTRA (65). 

{P%ma/pah}in''a answer to the second objection^] — “ At the DvIdashSha 

THEBE IS A SEPABATB Feb OWEN ON EACH DAY, ON THE 
STBENGTH OF A DIRECT BeCLAEATION ; AT OTHER 
SAOBIFIOES ALSO, WHIOH HAVE THAT FOB THEIR 
ArOHETYFE, THEBE SHOULD BE A MODmCA- 
TION IN THE NUMBER OF FeES.” 

Bhd§ya. 

“ It is not right that the Fee should be given once ; in fact, the particular 
Fee that is laid down should be given separately day by day .- — Why ? — 
Because in connection with the DvddasMha, there is the direct Declaration 
to the effect that ‘ one gives 1200 every day ’ ; — the Paundanka sacrifice 
has the Dvddashdha for its archetype ; — hence under the General Law the 
Fees become payable every day ; and in regard to these the text in question 
lays down the peoixliar feature (that it should be ‘ ten thousand (cows) and 
one thousand (horses) ’ ; — so that it follows that this feature is in modifica- 
tion of those same Fees that are connected with each part of the sacrifice ; — 
consequently this peculiar feature of the Fees has to be adopted separately 
(on each day)-” 

StJTRA (66). 

[SiddhInta] — In fact, inasmuch as thebe is no sefabate ‘ securing 

OF SERVICES THE MODIFICATION SHOULD BE THAT OF THE 

' BMsya. 

It is not right tlrat there ishMid be sepai’ate Fees on each day ; in fact, 
the Fee is given only, once^‘* Why ? ” — ^Because is no separate 
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‘ securing of services % therefore, it is the whole Fee that should he modified. 
It is in reference to the Sacrifice as a whole that Fees are prescribed. — “How 
so ? ” — Because that is what is needed by the man. ; the man wishes to do 
that alone which is fruitful ; — when the man proceeds to do any such act 
and is on the look out for assistance,— it is for that occasion that the text 
lays down the ‘ hiring ’ (of priests) ; — ^now, as a matter of fact, no single 
component part of a sacrifice is friiitful,- — the fruit following from the sacrifice 
as a whole so that, when the ‘ hiring ’ has been done with reference to the 
whole, sacrifice, it should continue tjil the accomplishment of the whole; 
so that there can be no ‘ hiring ’ during the intervals of the sacrifice. 

Further, when the peculiar feature of the Fee has been enjoined in 
connection with the name ‘ Pauindanka ’, it follows that it api>ertains to 
that sacrifice which is denoted by that term it is the whole sacrifice, and 
not any part of it, that is denoted by the tarm ‘ FaMtidbrifeo ’ ; the part is 
only indirectly indicated by the whole. Thus the Purvo^Mk^a view involves 
the incongruity of recourse to indirect indication ; such indirect interpreta- 
tion is accepted only when there is no other way possible ; — ^in the case in 
question however, it is not that no other way is possible ; — -hence tfie only 
right course is that the Priests should be appointed only once, with reference 
to the whole sacrifice ; thus the ‘ securing of services ’ being done only onca 
Lastly, if the Fee is given only once, — (a) the declaration of the entire 
procedure becomes duly followed, — (6) and the entire performance becomes 
expedited, and the scripture comes to embrace a vast sphere of activity 
Henoe this is the most reasonable course. 

S0TRA ( 67 ). 

Thebe can be diffebenoe only when thebe is a (diffbbent) 

ACOESSOBY. 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been argued that — Inasmuch as the Paun^riha- has tiie 
Dvadashdha for its archetyixj, — and at the DvMasMha there are distinct 
Fees given on each day, — the peculiar feature 1^'d down in connection with 
the Paur^etrika should be taken as pertaining to the said distinct Fees given 
on each day ”. — ^This lias to bo refuted. Our answer to this is as follows : — 
At the Dvddashdha also, the whole sacrifice being one, there is only one 
* hiring of services * ; as for tho difference (in the Fees), that is based upon 
direct Declaration to that effect, — ^bemg due to the connection of the Sutga- 
and also to the idea of ‘ embellishing * the Fee ; this diversity therefore does 
not make a diversity in the ‘ hiring of services \ 



Adhikabana (18) : At the PaunAanha all the ‘ Fees ^ should 
be ^ carried ’ in instalments, 

SUTRA (68). 

[BJbvapaki§a (A)] — “Each day thebe should be embellishment 

OE ALL, AS AT THE ARCHETYPE ; BECAUSE THE Fee IS AUXILIARY 
TO ALL.” 

BMsya. 

The same Paim4anhi is the subject-matter for discussion, again.— It has 
been imderstood that the ‘ hiring of services ’ is to be done only once. In 
connection with the Archetype, it has been laid down that ‘ At the Mid-day 
Extraction, the Fees are carried up 

In regard to this, there arises the question— (a) Should the entire Fee 
be carried up each day ? — (or) should it all be carried up only once ? — or 
(c) should it be carried up (each day) in instalments ? 

The PUrvapak^a (A) is as follows : — “ Each day there should be emhelUsh- 
mmt of aU ; — ^why ? — as at the Archetype ; at the Archetype, the entire Fee 
is embellished at the stated time ; hence here also the whole of it should 
be embellished. — ^How so ? — ^The ‘ Days ’ are the predominant factor, and the 
Fees are subordinate to them ; hence the entire ‘ Fee ’ is auxiliary to ail the 
‘ Days ’ ; — and the (xnbellishmmt of the auxiliary therefore becomes necessary 
on each of the ‘ days ’ ; hence it follows that the whole Fee should bo 
erabelUshed each day.” 

SUTRA (69). 

[P0BVAPAK9A (B)] — IHASMUCH AS THEBE IS ONLY ONE POBTOSE TO 
BE SBBVED, IT CANNOT BE AS STATED.” 

Bhd§ya. 

“ It is not right that each day there should be embellishment of the 
entire Fee ; in fact, there should be embeUishment only onco ; — ^why ? — 
because ti^re is only one purpose to be served by the Fees, — ^that purpose 
being the ‘ securing of services ’ ; — these Fees are to be given after they 
have been duly ‘embellished* by having passed through all such embeliisli- 
m^ts as ‘carrying up* and the like;— and when, after being thus 
embellished, they have been given away cm one day, the injunction has been 
duly fulfilled and th^ would be no need for any furthest embellishment. 
Hence it. fcdlows that the Fees should be embeUiahed (by being ‘ carried up *) 






ADHiKA 3 EiA 3 fA (19) : By the term ‘ Mann's Verses ’ only 
many of those verses may he used as. 'may he 
rmcessary for the purpose in view. 

StJTilA (72). 

[PUbvapak^a]— “ When a thing is spoken of by. its indicative 

MABK, Twne IDEA SHOULD BE OF ALL THAT HAS THAT MAEK, 
BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF THE INDICATIVE MABK 
IN ALL,— AS IN THE CASE OF ‘ IQNSIYA 

Bhdsya. 

In connwtion with a certain Rite, we read — ‘ Manorrchah samidhlnyo 
bhavanti^ [‘ Mann's Verses are to Ih> the SdmidMms' ]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Are all those verses con- 
tained in the Tenth Mai}dala which are marked by the preaenm of the tern 
‘ Mam* * to be brought together and uwid as ^ImulMni-verses, in tht 
kindlinqg of Fire ? — Or only a few of them arc; to be so used, not all ? 

The Purvajxtk^ is as follows : — “ All th<^ \'erses marked by the presene< 
of the term ‘ Manu ’ are to be used. — ^^'hy ? — Because the indicative mark ii 
in all ; all that we find in the text is that ' Mann's verses are to be th« 
SamidMnis * ; hence the presence of the term ‘ Manu ’ is the only indicativf 
feature of tlie verses that have to be brought together ; and when the tox 
indicates the vera^ with the prminco of th(> tenn ‘ Manu it must be takei 
as indicating without distinction as man\' verses as might contain tha 
term; — and all that the injunctive text lays down is the use of certaii 
verses solely on the basis of that indicative mark, and it does not mean t< 
mark off only a few selected ones. Hence all the verses containing the 8ai< 
indicative mark should be brought together ; — as in the case of ‘ dgneya ’ 
— ^itt connection with the annual placing of the JRrji^as with the ‘ ag-nii/a \— 
where wo have the declaration * ostia sukVeivx suhtasya avichchheddya 
It should be^o done that there may be no disjunction of one hyiim froi 
another aad the hymn meant is the ‘ dgneya \ — and the bricks sire ltd 
with oS th<»e hymns of the Tenth Marsala tliat contain the temi ‘ agnl ' 
similarly, in the case in question also, the purpose of SdmidMm is to b 
starved by means of all tihose verses tliat contain the term ^ Manu\ — 0 
a^iitt, just as in the case qf tjm JikargavaXi — ^when it is laid down that th 
* is thrown into water % — what m thrown into water is the c 

everyone of the * Days % mthont distuaction ; — simiiaxly, in the case i 
question also, all tlie verses with the terai * Manu ’ should be taken up.” 
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ADHYAYA X, PJLBA VI, ADHIKABAMA (19). 

StiTRA (73). 

[SiDDHINTA] — pact, as many AI^ONE SHOEIiD be TAKEN AS MAY BE • 

NSOESSABY ; BECAUSE THEY ABB SUBSEEVIBNT TO THE MAIN 
PUBPOSE ; AND THE PUEPOSE MAY BE SBBVBD BY A PBWBB 
NUMBER ; TO THAT EXTENT ALONE LIES THE 
POBCE OP THE INDICATIVE MARK. 

Eha§ya. 

It is not right that all the verses of the Tenth Ma'^ala that eontain 
the term *' Manu ’ should be brought together ; in fact, only as many should be 
brought in as may be necessary. — “ Why ? ” — Becatise they are subservient to 
the main purpose ; the SamidMnl verses are taken up pnly with a view to 
accomplish the purpose in view ; — ^and that purpose is servtKi by only a 
few verses ; so that the purpose in view having been accomplished, — even 
though there might be other verses containing the indicative mark in 
question, yet they are not to be taken up, simply because there is no need 
for them. 

Says the Opponent — “ Whether or not a certain thing is subservient to a 
pin*pMt} depends upon scriptural texts; — ^in the present instancp, certain 
verses indicated by a definite mark have been laid down as to be used as 
BdmidhSm ; so that it must be taken as an injunction of tiie use of all those 
verses that contain that mark.” 

The answer to this is as follows: — ^It is true ttxat in all cases the 
subservient character of a thing depends upon scriptural texts;- but as a 
matter of fact, in the case in question it is not the Sdm'idMnls that liave 
been enjoined by the text in question; what it does is to mention the 
peculiarity — ^that they should be ‘ Manuks verses ’ — of those SdmidMnU 
wiiich, under weU-defined limits, are already admissible at the sacrifice under 
the General Law. This peculiar feature, thus mentioned, qualifies only 
those that had come in by virtue of the General Law, and having 

qualified these, it has its purpose fully served and therefore rests there; 
' so that tliere is no possibility of any more venaos containing the indicative 
term ‘ Manu ’ oonxing in than the number that' are admissible under the General 
Law (which number is Fifteen only). Hence out of the verses that contain 
the indicative mark only a few are to be taken up, not all.— Nor Oan it bo right 
to repeat the principal act (sacrifice) for the sake of the subservient factor, for 
the purpose of affording an opportunity for the coming in of the other verses 
containing the indicative mark. — By selecting only a few of the verses the 
performance would become simplear and more expeditiously tinished. 

Further, the indicative mark itself favours this mme view. — How 
so ? ” — The indicative mark has been mentioned as a. qualification for the 
SdmidMnU ; so that, even though all the -VOTsea containing that mark may 
not be taken up, — ^yet if only those are admitted that have that mark, not 
any verses having other marks, — even so the indicatU'^e mark becomes 
duly honoured, not ignored. 

From all this it follows that only so many versea are to be taken tip 
as are necessary, not aU. 
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SHABABA-BHiSYA : 


StJTRA (74). 

As EEGABDS THE ‘ AgnEYA THEBE IS INJIJNGTIOH OF AMi. 



It has been argued that — “ just as in the case of the text ‘ one lays the 
bricks .with Agw^a hymns % oZZ those hymns are used that have that indica- 
tive mark, not only a few, — so should it be in the present case also”.^ — 
This has got to be refxited. The answer to this is as follows — In the case 
of the ^ AgnSya it is only right that ail should be used. — “ Why ? ” — (u) 
Because there are in that case, many bricks ; — (6) because with each hymn 
we have the term ‘ lays ’ ; so that, when there are many bricks to be laid, 
and the number of hymns is less than that of the bricks, there can be no 
incongruity in the use of all the hynms. In the case in question however, 
the peculiar feature laid down is with regard to verses whose number is well- 
defined [fifteen only ; hence it would be Inghly incongruous to use more than 
fif teen verses ; and the number of verses containing the term ‘ mawu ’ is 
very much larger than fifteen} ; so that the reason put forward becomes 
annulled. The analogy cited, therefore, is not correct. 

S0TRA ( 76 ). 

ISTASMXrOH AS THE ‘ RjI§A ’ IS THE PBUSrOEPAL FAOTOB, IT IS OHLY 
BIGHT THAT THE WHOIiE OF IT SHOULD BE DISPOSED OF. 

JBha§ya. 

The other argument urged is that — “ Just as at the Ahargmux, the 
entire J^ji^a is thrown into the water, so here also all the verses should be 
used without any distinction — ^Thia has got to be refuted. The answer 
to this is as follows : — Inaermich as the ‘ ’ is the principal factor , it is 

only right to take the text as laying down the disposal of the whole 
without any distinction ; the disposal, in this case, should be done to the 
whole ; if it were not done to any part of it, that part of it would be 
bereft of its embellishment ; hence that which is connected with all 

the ‘ Days ’ should be thrown in its entirety. In the case in question how- 
ever, what is laid down is subservient to the purpose in view ; hence the 
reason put forward becomes annulled; and the analogy, of the that 

has been cited is not correct. 


Adhikabana (20): The ^ Mdm^ [Measuring) and the 
‘ U'pdvaharaim ’ [Gathering up) are to be done 
on a piece of cloth. 

StJTRA (76). 

The ‘IfoASIJBING’ AND THE ‘GATHERING HP ’ OF THE SOMA SHOULD 
BE DONE, AT THE ARCHETYPE, ON A PIECE OE CLOTH,— ON THE 
STRENGTH OE THE DIRECT DECLARATION. 

Bha^ya. 

In connection with the Jyoti^foma, the * measuring * and ‘ gathering 
up ’ (of Soma) have been laid down. 

In regard to this there arises the question — ^May this ‘measuring’ be 
done on anything, and the ‘ gathering up ’ done by anything, without restric- 
tion ? Or should the ‘ measuring ’ be done on a piece of cloth and the 
* gathering up ’ also by the piece of doth ? 

The PUrvapak^a is that — “ The ‘ measuring ’ and the ‘ gathering up ’ 
may be done on and by anything that may be suitable for the purpose ; 
this absence of restriction making things simpler and expediting the 
performance 

in answer to this we have the following Siddhanta : — The ‘ measuring ’ 
should be done on a piece of cloth, and the ‘ gathering up ’ also shoxild bo 
done by a piece of cloth. — “ VlTiy ? — On the strength of the Direct Dedant’ 
Uon ; there is the Direct Declaration to the effect that ^ one measures on a 
piece of cloth, and gathers up by a piece of cloth ’ ; and on the strength of 
tliis declaration, both are restricted ( to the Piece of Cloth). 

Or, there can be no occasion for the question to arise at all, when there 
is a clear declaration to the effect that the ‘ measuring ’ and the ‘ gathering 
up ’ are to be done on and by a piece of cloth. The explanation of the 
SiUra is that it sets forth this well-ascertained fact, for the purpose of 
raising the furthesr discussion (in the next Adhikaratyx ) ; and where 
something is stated only as introdxictory to a further discussion, there is no 
need for stating the ‘ Purvapak?a ’ or the ‘ Siddhanta 




Abhikabana (21) : At the ‘ Ahargaim \ it is necessary to 
secure another ^iece of cloth, 

SCtba (77). 

At thb ‘ Aharqa^a theee should be sboueing of (ahotheb) meoe 

OF CLOTH,— ON ACCOUNT OF THESE BEING NEED FOB IT. 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the Dvadaahaha sacrifice ; the ‘ gathering tip ’ of Soma has to 
be done at it, in accordance with the General Law, as laid down in the text 
‘ Gather it up by a piece of cloth’. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — -For the purpose of this 
‘ gathering up should a separate piece of cloth be seciired (fOr each ‘ day ’)■ 
or not ? 

Tlie Purvapah^a is as follows — “ It hould uot be so secured ; — why ? — 
because there is no declaration to the effect that ‘ another inoce of cloth should 
be brought in ’ ; and in the absence of any such declaration, we do not recognise 
the necessity of bringing up a separate piece of cloth; hence no ^parate 
piece of cloth should be brought in 

In answer to tliis, we have the following Siddhdnta : — At the * Ahargm^a % 
another piece of cloth should be brought in, became there is need for it ; as 
there are several ‘ days ’ in the ‘ Ahargana ’ ; and ‘ the gathering up by a 
piece of cloth ’ is to be done on each of those days, under the General Law ; 
so that if a separate piece of cloth were not brought in every day, the 
‘ gathering up ’ would not be- accomplished. Hence a separate piece of 
cloth should be brought in every day. 



ADumABANA (22) : The mparate piece of chth is to he 
semred (mly for the Gathering up \ 

SUTRA (78). 

[PCbvapak§a}~“ It shoxti/D be sectjejbd with a view to the 

‘ MBASTJBING BBCAtrSE AT TEE AbCHETYPE, TEE ‘ GaTHEB- 
IHG UP ’ IS POUEB TO BE DOITE BY THAT SATtra 
PIECE OP CLOTH.” 

Bha§ya, 

In connection with the same * Ahargam w© are eonsidbring a further 
qu^tion. It has been exphdned that a separate piece of cloth is to be secured 
M there is need for it. — The question that arises now is — ^Is the piece of 
cloth to be secured with a view to the ‘ Measuring ’ ? Or with a view to 
the ‘ Gathering up ’ ? 

Tihe Purvapale^ view is as follows : — ** It should be secured with a view 
to the * measuring ’ ; — ^why t — because at the Ardl^ype the * Gartering up * 
is fmmd to he done with ihca some piece of cMh ; — at the Jyotiftoma we Pu d 
that the * gathering up ’ is done hy that same piece of cloth in which the 
‘ measuring ’ lias been done ; — and at the Ectypo thin^ have to be done as 
at the Archetype, according to the GenOTal Law ; — Whence the piece of cloth 
should be brought in at the time of the ’ measuring 


StlTBA (79). 

[SiBDHiETA] — ^I t should, IE BEAUTY, BE 8ECUBED WTIH A VIEW TO 
THE * GATHEBIEG UP ’ ; AS THEBE IS EO UlBECT IIeCIABATIOE ; 

AT THE EoTYPE, IT HAS TO BE DONE BY A SEPARATE 
]PJCE103S AS TBCSBl^ IS AC^TITAIj iFOIfe ^ 

Bhd^a. 

It is not right tliat it should be secured with a view to the * measuring ’ ; 
in fact, it should be secured for the * gathering up Why ? ” — Bemmo 

there is no Direct DeclcmUion^ we do not find it deotoed anywhere that 
the piece of cloth should be brought in f<8* the * mmsuting ’ ; and in the 
absence of any such declaration, we cannot be certain that it wust be done 
for the ‘measuring* alone. When a eartain thing is us®d for a definite 
purpose, it is only right tinat, beinf needed that purpose, it tdiould be 
brought in at the time that it is needed, not at any othfsr time ; in tli© ease 
in question, the need for a fredh pioee M aris^ at the time of the 
‘ gathering up’ ; and hence the ri^ 00*^ ia that it should be soured for, 
and at ^ thae of, tip * gathferlf^ i • >' '/ 

, -« 
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It ha0 bwtt aFgciod that — At the Archetype that same piece of cloth 
is -cised for th© ^^Atating up wlueh has hem med for the measuring , — ^and 
hence, according to the Geneiral Law, the fresh piece of cloth should ho 
brought in at the time of the measwring — This has to he refuted ; and our 
answer to this is as follows :~There is no such declaration as that ‘the 
gaAeriti^ up should be done by that same piece of cloth on which the 
measuring has been done ’ ; it is done so at the Archet3?pe only because them 
is need for it and it can be so done, because the ‘Day’ is only one; so that 
the piece of cloth not being otfcffirwise engaged, it is used for the ‘ gathering 
up ’ also ; — what is done only by reason of the needs of the situation cannot 
be applied elsewhere under tihe General Law, — as it is something not 
ammable to verbal authoriity. Furthar, in the case in question, there being 
sevaral ‘days *, tb© same piece of cloth could not possibly be used for both 
the purpose®. — From all tins it follows that the fresh piece of cloth should 
he brought in at th© time of ‘ gathering up 


End of Pada vi of Adkydya X. 


ADHYIYAX. 

MBA TO. 

Adhikabana (1) : At ^ Jyotistoma, emh liwb of the 
anifmil forms a distimt offering. 

SUTRA (i). 

[PObvapa3k:§a3— “ The aotmal iotoiixi) be beoab^ed as a single 

‘ OEPBBING BECAUSE TEDS WHOI® OE IT HAS BEEN ENJOINED.*’ 

BMs^. 

In connection with the JycHn^^oma. iiie Aaohnal (dedicated 

to Agfni-iSoma) has been enjoined — ^‘Who, being initaated, sacrifices the 
animal dedicated to Agni-Soma * 

In re^trd to this, there arises the qaesticHOb — Does the whole animal 
form one ‘ oHering ’I Or is each limb of it a disland; ‘ dfering ’ ? 

The PvroapaTe^ is as follows: — “The whole animal farms a single 
* offering — Why ? — Beamae the v^hole of U has been enjoined ; it is the 
whole animal that has been enjoined as to be offered to Agni-Sorm, — each 
of its limbs is not * what is dedicated to Agni-Boma ’ j hence what should 
be done is that out of the substance in the shape of the animal, slices should 
be offered to Agni-Soma. If the limbs were to be treated as * offering 
then it would be necessary to take the term ‘animal’ as figurativdy 
indicating the limbs . — ^From all this it follows that the whole animal forms 
a single ‘ offering — This is also indicated by tlie following text — * Atho 
iJmlvdhnh hd/pieyd dajc^nasya purvam padasydvadegam ted sarvasya paehom- 
txiUam bhavaii ; atho khedvahuh gopaymtd dak^inaeya purecmi padasydva- 
deyam ixtt mroasya pashonwattean hhaaxAi ’ ; whait is aaid here mrvasga 
pashwavatiam bhaveui ’) shows that the whole animal forms a single offering. 
— From this also it follows that the whole animal forms a sn^e ‘ offering 

SUTRA (2). 

[SiddhInta] — In eact, THArtir liub fobms an ofekbing ; because each 

HAS been assigned sepabatbi.y,--as in the case of the Cup. 

Bhd^. ' 

The term ‘ m * {‘in reality ’) implies ihe rejection of tlie view set forth 

It is not right that the whole aniinal forms a single ‘ offering * ; as a 
matter of fact, each limb is a dhdinct ofSering.— -Why ? — Because cadi has 
hem assigned separateh/ ; each limb has been separatriy assigned by means 
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of such texts M — 'Mrefc of all, lie ^ees out of the hmrt, then the tongue, the 
chest, the amah, the aides, the amos ’ ; where the slicing laid down is out of 
various substance in the shape of the Hmrt and the rest. This cannot be 
pt^ble unleffi the an&nal is cut up ; hence it follows that for the purpose of 
getting at the Heart and other limbs, the animal lias to be out up ; and when 
the animal has been out up, the shape of the animal can no longer be there. 
Thus thon, it comes to this — When the sacrifice is being performed, one 
should help it by means of the substance in the shape of the animal, — but 
it is not pebble to accomplish the sacrifice by bodily introducing the animal 
into it, — haaee it is only indirectly that the amraaFs body can help the 
sacrifice, — consequently the ‘ offerm^ ’ are to consist of the Heart and other 
limbs forming parts of the substance in the shape of that animal, — ^and 
the offerings are to be made out of those limbs ’ ; — m in ifte case of the ' Gup ’ ; 
for instance, in connection with the Soma-sacrifice, it is laid down ‘ Takes 
up the Oup dedicated to Indm-Fa^,— takes up the Cup dedicated to 
Mi^-¥tmtim , — takes up the Cup dedicated to the Ashrins % — where each 
Oup forms a distinct ‘ offering ’ ; the ‘ offering ’ eouaisting of the Soma- 
juiee in each Chip, not of the entire Soma-areeper ; similarly in the case in 
question also (the offering consists of the parts of the» animal, not the entire 
animal). 

As for the ‘ injunction of the whole animal tills can bo explained also 
on the basis of the limbs constituting the ‘ offering even so the whole 
animal fcarming tlie ‘ offering ’ indirectly through the limbs. 

As for the indicative text that has been citeti, lliat can be explained 
aH the more easily on the basis of there being soverjil ‘ offerings ’ consisting 
of the limba-r-How ? — ^When it speaks of one sHo© helping the other, it shows 
that the whole of the animal is not meant to be sliced out as a single ‘ offering ’. 


Abhikabana ( 2 ) : The Sacrifice is to he performed with the 
Heart and other specified particular limbs of the Animal. 

StJTRA (a). 

pE^BVAPAK^A] — “ Inasmuch as each umb is a bistinot owEmra, 

THEBE SHOULD BE BEPETITtON OE THE ACT ; HENCE THEBE 
SHOULD BE ‘ OFEBBING ’ OUT OF AT.T, THE LIMBS.” 

Bhdaya. 


We have understood that each limb fonm a distinct ‘ offering — 
The question that arises now is — Is the sacriflee to be accomplished by the 
offering of any one of the limbs ? Or should offerings be made out of all the 
limbs ? Or should there be specification~the offering being made out of s 
few specified limbs only ? 

The Purmpak§a is as follows : — “ The offering should be made out of 
all the limbs, — Whence the act of offering should be repeated. — ^Why 1 — 
Because each Umb is a distinct offering; each of the HmbB described in the 
text speaking of the ‘ slicings ’ — Heart, Tongue and the rest,^ — ^form so many 
distinct offerings ; so also do the other limbs (not so mentioned) which bec-ome 
included indirectly, as forming parts of the animal’s body ; hence offerings 
should be made out of all these limbsl Some of them are specially 
characterised by the shape of the suoimal; — under the oircfumstanoes, if the 
offering were made out of any one limb only, aU that is characterised by the 
shape of the animal would no|i become included ; so that the * shape of the 
animal ’ would not have been made an accessory of the sacrifice. The shape 
of the animal becomes such an accessory only when it characterises 
and qualifi^ a flesh-lump endowed with several qualifications,— -not other- 
wise. If however all the limbs forming part of the animars body were 
made a single offering, then the enjoined offering of the whole would be 
accomplished without the repetition of the act of offering. But when each 
limb is regarded as a distmct offering, — ^if one were to make the offering 
out of a single limb, one would naturally abandon some of the limbs ; while 
if he were to repeat the act of offering, he would be able to lake in all the 
limhs. — -From all this it follows that offerings should be made oxit of all the 
limbs;. 

“ Says tlm Opponent (to tihe Piirvapaksa) — ‘ When all the particular 
parts of the body are meant to accomplish Hi© sacrifice then the saci’ifico 
could he accomplished by means of any one of tliem *. 

“ The answer to this is as follows — The sacrifice may be accompMied ; 
but the particuLlar limbs have been ^ken of as connected with the 
sacrifim ; what is spoken of, however, as connected with the sawifice is the 
shape of the cmimod ; and this shape of the animal becomes an ascc-BSOiy of 
the sacrifice when the parricalar limbs are used ; and it is for this rc-ason t hat 
- the declaration of the procedure speaks of the parts of the body ; bni it i& 
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nofc fiaoertained what particular part is taken up and what not ; consequently 
all come to be taken up for the purpose, by following what has been said in 
the declaration of procedure. If any particular part has not been taken up, 
it is assumed that even without that, the sacrifice is performed in 
accordance with the injunction ; so that, having become qualified by the 
shape, of the animal, nothing more is brought in ; but in that case it would 
mean a disregard for this latter. — Hence we conclude that offerings should be 
made out of all the limbs, — the Heart and other specified ones, as also othera 
not so specified.” 

StJTRA (4). 

to Purvapak§a] — As a mattee of fact, thebe shohlb be 

SFBOIFIOATION, BBOAHSE OF THE SPECIFIO MENTION, — ^AS HT THE 
CASE OF THE ‘ A JYABHlGA 

Bhdsya. 

The offerings should be made out of the Heart and other specified limbs, 
not out of the rest. — Why ? — Became of their specific mention ; the Heart 
and other limbs have been specifically mentioned, in the passage beginning 
with ‘ These, are the eleven offerings out of the animal ’.—As regards the 
text in question, it cannot be taken as an injunction of these same offerin^^ ; 
as these are already known to be admissible tinder the General Law ; — 'nor 
can it be taken as a mere reiteration, as such a reiteration would be usel^ ; 
— ^the reiteration too is without any details ; — all which shows that the text 
is meant to preclude those not mentioned (and to specify those mentioned). 
For instance, when it is said ‘ one should not go or ‘ one should not eat % 
it is a clear prohibition ; in the same way in a case of Preclusion and 
Specification also there is prohibition. As in the case of the ‘ Ajyabhdga ’ ; 
as in connection with the QfhamedMya, it has been explained in Adhyaya V, 
that the mention of ‘ Ajyabh&ga ’ as one alternative serves the purpose of 
preclusion; the same should be the case in the present instance also. — 
Hence the text is to be taken as a preclusion and specification. 

SUTRA (5). 

[PObvapaksa reiteraied] — “ Ih fact, what the specifio anDNTioH is 

lETENDED TO DO 33 TO DECIABE THE FACT OF THOSE SAME BEING 
* DOUBLE OFFEBINGS ’ ; — ^BECAUSE THE ANIMAL CON- 
STITHTES ‘ five OFFEBINGS 

Bhdsya. 

The term * w ’ {‘ in fact ’) implies the rejection of the view just set forth. 

" It is not right that the®© k preclusion and specification ; as this always 
involves three incongruities— (a) abandoning the natural meaning of the 
words, (5) assuming another meaiging, and (c) rejecting of what is known 
to be admissible — It has h©em argued that, on account of the specific 
mention, it should be so pit right r because what tiie spemfic 
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mention ia intended to do is to declare the Jad of those same, — ^Heart and the 
Tmt,~-d}eing ^ double offerings ". The text question does not mean that 
‘ the offerings o\it of the animal are only eleven, not more, and that each 
of the offerings is offered twice ’ ; what is meant is that ‘ of the eleven 
offerings each is offered twice — How so ?— It is not the offering (or slicing) 
that k reiterated in the text, because it is not yet something already known* 
— ‘ But how can it be regarded as not already known ? "—Because the mimal 
amstUutes Jim offerings ; what the text actually declares is that there are 
five offwings out of the animal ; hence it cannot be regarded as a reiteration. 
In fact, the text haa served its purpose by enjoining that ‘ of th^, each is 
to be offered twice ’ ; and it does not bar the offering of other slices. — Hence 
we conclude tlmt offerings are to be made out of all the limbs.” 

StJTRA (6). 

IPurmpak^a-argumeTiia contimted ] — “ Eubtobb, ib the text in ques- 
tion PBEOLXJDED THE OTHBB UMBS, THE DIKBOT PEOHXBITION 
OF THE ‘ SHOUIiDBE ‘ HEAD * ANCKA ’ (?) AND ‘ TKiaHS ’ 
WOUIiD BE SDPBBFLXTOXrS, If, HOWEVEE, OFFERINGS 
ABB TO BE MADE OUT OF THESE ALSO, THEN THE 
PROHIBITION SHALL APPLY TO THE ‘ DOUBLE 
OFFEEINO ’ OUT OF THESE.” 

Bhd§ya. 

“ For the following reason also, the text cannot be taken as precluding 
the other limbs, — ‘ For what reason ? * — ^Because there is prohibition of 
the ‘ shoulder ‘ head ‘ anuka ", and ‘ thighs This prohibition of these 
would have some sense only if there were no preclusion of these ; the pro- 
hibition of these is actually there, in the text — ‘ One does not offer out of 
the shoulders, nor out of the head, nor out Of the Anuka, nor out of the 
lower thighs If these limbs had been already precluded by the other text, 
the prohibition of the ‘ shoulder, head, anUlea, and thighs ’ would be wholly 
8uperfluo\3S, — ^If, however, they are not already precluded by the other text, 
then, inasmuch as these limbs— shoulder and the rest — could be tilings 
out of which the offerings would be made, the prohibition would be of the 
* niravadami " of these limbs, — What is ‘ rmevoaddna " ? — ^It is offering after 
taking a piece out of th© particular' Kmb ; — i.e. it is the ‘double offerii^ ’ 
tliat is prohibited. — From all this it follows that the sacrifice is performort 
wifti all tib© liralw.” 

StJTBA {7). 

[SlDDHlNTA] — ^AS A MATTER OF ,FA.OT, THERE MUST BE PRECLUSION ; 
BB0AU8E THEY ARE M A* (te; 

_ FIT TO BE OPFERED). 

, - ‘ • Bh&^yd. ^ ■ ' ' • ‘ 

The teocm ‘apt ud" (‘ as a matter of fant'*) implioi the rejection of tlu* 
view set forth above^ ! . 
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There must he preclusion} and offerings shonld not be made out of all 
the limbs.— “ Why* 1”^ — Because only thus can the re»declaration Lave any 
sense. — “ But it has been pointed out that Preclusion always involves three 
incongruities.” — ^The answer to that is that there is no incongruity in the 
present case. — “ Why ? ” — ^The * offering ’ (slicing) in general is made 
admissible by the General, Law, for being offered into the Fire ; and it is this 
offeHng that is connected by the text in question with the Heart and other 
limbs ; so that it is through Syntactical Oonneotion that the Heart and other 
specified limbs become connected with the Homa (throwing into Pire) ; and 
none of the other limbs of the animal’s body becomes connected with any 
deity. — It will not be right to argue that — “ the connection of the Heart 
and other specified limbs with Deities being mentioned in the Direct 
Declaration itself, — such connection of the animal’s body with the Deities 
would be secured only if the other limbs also were made oblations by 
being thrown into the Pire ” ; — because the connection of the animal’s body 
with the Deities is secured also when the Heart and other gpecified limbs 
are offered out of that body. — Heoice we conclude that the other limbs are 
precluded. 

Porther, there is the term ^ anavfzddntya ^ (‘not fit for being offered’), 
in the text — ‘ MdnUydnavaddniydn surdgrahdmshcha ajisrdhhyo harati ’. — 
If there is preclusion, then alone could any limb be ‘ xmfit for offering * ; 
otherwise, aU the limbs would be ‘ fit for offering ’, and the .term ‘ cmavadd- 
mya * (‘ unfit for offering ’) would have no sense. Hence we conclude that 
there must be Preclusion. — “ The mention of ‘ unfitness for offering ’ may 
be taken as referring to the Homs and Hoofs.” — Not so, we reply. Because 
the Homs and Hoofs are inherently unfit for offering ; and if there were 
‘ hqrana \ * taking up ’, of what is inherently so unfit, then the Dative 
ending in ‘ djisf^hyah ’ could not be explained ; as the Homa and Hoofs 
are never meant to be ‘ d^i^ *. — “ They might be used for securing the 
services of men.” — ^It has been already explained that one should not utilise 
for his own purposes things that are meant for Deities. Hence the term 
‘ unfit for offering ’ cannot be taken as referring to Homs and Hoofs. 

StJTRA (8). 

Also bboause it is bound mentioned in connection with 

THE NON-BbSHMANA. 

Bhd§ya. 

Por the following reason also there should be Precluskai. — “ Por what 
reason t ” — ^There is a text showing that there is * eating ’ (of a limb) by the 
non-Brahman.a — ‘ Kakubho rdfaputrah, prdsncUi dhruvagopah ’ ; here the 
eating of the ^Kakub' (a particular Ihnb) by the KsaOriya has been 
mentionol — According to the Furvapahsai no such Umb could be available 
of the animal used at the saorifiee, as all the limbs will have been offered, as 
what is prohibited is only the ‘ double offering — Por this reason also, there 
should be preclusion. 



An TTfgA'R AWA (3) : ' At the Jyotistoma, the offering to Svisto- 
krt should coTisist of such ^ Three Limbs ^ m are 
not atixiliaries to the sacrifice, 

StiTBA (10). 

CP0E¥APAK§a] — “Okfebings shoueb be made, to Svi§takbt out or 
THE SACBIFIC1LAL AOXILlABY, — ^AS AT THE AbOHETYPE.” 

Ehdfiia. 

At ibe Jyoti^toma, there is the animal to l:>e offered to Agni-Soma ^ — 
spoken of in the text, ‘One who, being initiated, sacrifiees the animal 
dcKiieated to Agni-Soma \ At tliat sacrifice, the offering to Svlsi^hrt cotnes 
in mider the General Law ; in connection with that offering, we read — 
* Offers the sacrifice to Svi^akrt with Three LtTnbs 

In regard to tins, there ariscis the question — Should tlie offering to 
Svi^kfi be roiide out of such limbs as are auxiliary to (have been ijsed 
at) the sacrifice ? Or out of those that have not been so used ? 

'^The Purvapak^a is as follows ; — “ It should be offered orjt of the limbs 
that Imve been used at the sacrifice. — ^How so ? — Because by so doing, the 
words of the text would be followed, as at the Arcliatyiie ; bfjoause it is 
only when the tlm^e iiml>s used at tlie sacrifice are offered to Svi^tahrt tliat 
the connotation of the term ‘ tliree ’ becomes duly followed.” 

kSCTKA (11), 

[Si»®h1nta]--~Ih beauty, THEBS mOVXiD be MODIKCATIOH B¥ the 
‘ThBEE' UMBS*, — ^AS IN THE 0A81 OF ‘BlEDS*. 

Bftmya. 

'jSie offering shouid be made out of the thrw, limbs that have not been 
UMfd at the sacrifice ; thijs there would be a ‘ modification * (of those limbs 
tliat have l>eea used at the sacrifice) ; and it is not that any three limbs miglit 
b© bk{,m.L If it were admitted that the offering could be made out of any three. 
limbs, then tliere wo’ild be no need for the mentioning of the * limbs ’ agairj 
in the injunction of the offering, as it would be already known ; and the. 
ia|iiaefcioh, that ease* wtJuM be only fw the sake of laying down the 
number " three tlie injuneticm being ‘ one should offer out of three * ; — in 
tiial Ihero wou^i W tm ©cpnectiori betwem the term ‘ tri ’ thjree 
aa4- lh» *1;^; so tfa^fc-the compouahng of the two wcBild 

Further, if tfaero is no on© ti^on oonunon to the three limbs, — or if 
th«p© is no qualii^ oomn»m id can be no relation of gimliftcation. 

and guedijed between the tecn^ “ in ’ and ‘ anga * ; so tlmt, on that account 
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ako, there wotild be no such connection between them as that ‘ those are the 
three limbs which three limbs are connected with the number three ’ ; unless 
there is some peculiarity, there can be no action taken, and to that extent, 
the information remains incomplete— as to which three limbs are meant. — 
“ How is it imder your view ? ” — ^We explain : — ^The compound ‘ tryahgaih * 
is a collective compound, the ‘ eommnnism ’ of the two factors consisting 
cither in cmrimon action or common qualittf, — ^the three Umhs of which the 
cnliective compound has been formed have been thus mentioned — ‘ Yad 
ilomah purvdrdhdtagnaye mmavadyati, gudasya madhyatah shroy,yd jagMnatah ’ 
1/ One offers collectively the upper half of the arms to Agni, oat of the middle 
of the anas, and out of the lower half of the loins' the word Sama- 
i^dyati ’ denote joini offering ; and the ‘ communism ’ consists in all three 
being connected with the one deity Agni, and also with the common action 
of offering. Hence it is these three limbs here spoken of (arras, anus, and 
ioins) that are meant to be the ‘three limbs’ out of which the offering to 
Svi^takrt is to be made ; — and these have not been used at the sacrifice. 
Thus, on the strength of this direct declaration, we conclude that the offering 
to Sm§takrt is to be inoade out of such limbs as have not been used at the 
sacriftce ; — m in the case of ‘ reeds ’ ; Just as in the case of tiio text ‘ the grass 
consists of reeds it leads the Kuhha-gram to be set aside by the reeds, so in 
the case in question also, the character of being used at a sacrifice would be 
set aside. 

Says the Opponent — “ As a matter of fact, the offering to Stn^fakff is 
only of the nature of the dicposal of things that have been used at the 
^orifice ; — and if the offering were made out of things other then those so 
used, there would be no ‘ di^osal ’ of the things used ; hence th<wo Ihnba 
that have not been used at the sacrifice cannot be used in the place of th<M 0 
that have been so used.” 

The answer to this is as follows : — Though the thin^ used are what are 
di^osed of, yet it cannot be otherwise; under the normal cour^ the 
‘ Disposal ’ would be effected through the things used at the sacrifice ;; — it is 
as against this that the text in questicwi lays down the offering, in this parri- 
eular case, of such things as have not been used at the sacrifice ; — the sense 
being that it is these latter that should Joe offered, by way of ‘ dispell ’ ; 
because these also have served their purpose and as such have to be disposed 
of. Those that have becai actually used at the sacrifice are hereby ^eluded 
from the Sai§pakrt-oEestmg ; but they may be disposed of anywhere else one 
may wish to do so. 


Adhikaeana (4) ; The ‘ Adhyudhm * is a modification of 

SUTRA (12). 

[SiDDHiirrA] — Tmg ‘ AdhyCjdhnI ’ shoitlb be tbeated as a mobipiga- 

TIOM OF THE ‘ IdS-POBTION ’ WHICH IS EATEN BY THE HOTB, — 

JUST MKE THE ‘ Thkee Limbs [Tfee term ‘ AdhyudJml * 
stands for the limbs other than the Heart and 
other sjiecified limbs]. 

BMsya. 

At the Jyottgpoma, there is the animal offered to Agni-Soma, spoken of 
in the text — ‘ One who, on being initiated, sacrifices the animal dedicated 
to Agni-Somn \ — Tn connection with that, it has been declared that ‘They 
prefsent the Adkyudhm to the fTofr-priest 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is this ^ adhyudhni* a 
modification of the Hotfs share in the Idd-oake (which is eaten by him at 
the ? Or is it not a modification, being an entirely distinct 

share aIlotte«l definitely to the Hotr 1 

QueMion — -On what grounds could it be regarded as a modification (of 
an already-known. Portion) ? And on what grounds could it be taken as a 
distinct sliare assigned to the Ho/r ? 

An»ti>er — If the text in question is tnkpn as enjoining the Adhyudhni^ 
then the mention of ‘ presenting to the Hotr ’ is a iner© reiteration, — and 
in that <mse what is enjoined wotdd be a modification of the already known 
Portion. On tim other hand, if the text is taken as enjoining the ‘ presenting 
to the Hotr* in reference to the Adhyudhm, then it is a restrictive injunction 
(assigning to the Hotr a distinct Portion). 

The most reasonable view that presents itself is as follows : — ^The 
AdhyUdhnl should be treated as a modification, of the Portion eaterx by the 
Ucdr (at the Why ” ? — Because the Adhyudhm is something 

quite now (not having been iwe^iourfy enjoined), and hence, not being the 
remnant of any offering to deities, it i» not yet known as to lie eaten in the 
%mtm0r of the JdS. ; tenoe it eouM not be taken as reiterated in the text in 
question; consKxquently it has to be taken as enjoined; — ^thus then the 
Adhyudhnt comes to be direaly as tho share to be presented to the 

Hg^, and hence, set® aside the ‘ which could come in only 

by virtue of the implications of the General Iaw ; — ass in Me casse of the ‘ Three 
UfiMs ’ ; — ^i.e. just as the ‘ Three l4mbs ,% which have not been used at the 
sacrifice, set aside those that have been so used, — so in the present case also. 
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StJTEA (13). 

lPurvapaJc§in’s argument against the Siddhanta}—‘' It bbally foems 

PAET OF THE EeMNAISTT ; HENOE THEBE SHOULD BE EBSTEIC- 
TIOHS ; AS ESr THE CASE OF THE * OHABIOT 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ m ’ (‘ really ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth above 
— ^to the effect that the Adhyudhm is a modification, of the I^fS-portion. 

“ The Adhyudhnl cotild be a modification of the /(^-portion only if it were 
something new (not already known) ; — ^as a matter of fact however, it forms 
part of the Jdo-itself. — ‘ How so ? ’—The text ‘ Anasthibhm4cm vardhayanti ’ 
r They enlarge the I4d by means of such pieces of flesh as are boneless’] 
clearly declares the ‘ presentation ’ (of the Adhyudhni), [as it is only by the 
additional limbs not already offered that there could be any subsequent 
■enlargement ; and it is the additional limbs that constitute the ‘ adhy&dhni ’] ; 
— it is only the comiection with the particular priest Hotf that is not already 
known; hence it is this comieotion alone that is enjoined by the text in 
question, — ^the sense being that ‘ when they present the Adhy^^m, they should 
present it to the Hot^, not to anyone else % which means that they provide 
the Hotr with a fresh eating-portion (in addition to the which comes to 
him through the General Law). Further, the words ‘ hotrS ’ and ‘ hcmmti ’ 
being in close juxtaposition (‘ present to the Ho!^ ’), the syntactical connec- 
tion between them is clear ; while in the other case, the connection between 
‘ adkyudhmm ’ and ‘ haranti ’ is interrupted by the intervention of the word 
'hotre\ and as such, it would have to be assumed. Hence the text must 
be taken as restricting this new portion {adhyudhnl) to the Hotr ; — as in the 
case of the chariot ; in the case of the text ‘ Yafuryuhtam rathamadhmTyam 
daddti ’ [‘ He gives the chariot consecrated with the Yaju^ to the Adhvaryu ’], 
— ^inasmuch as the chariot is already known from another text, and the 
■words ‘ adhmrycwe ’ and ‘ daddti ’ are in close juxtaposition, — ^it is taken m 
restricting the gift to the Adhvaryu ; — similarly the text in question should 
be taken as restricting the portion {adhyudhni) to the Hotr ”, 

SCTRA (14). 

{SiMMntirfs anaw&r to Purmpafe^ta-argummt] — But it oanhot be so, 

AS THEBE JB HO lEJEHCTIYE TEXT TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ J5ti ’ (' but ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth above. 

As a matter of fact, the text cannot be taken as restricting the share 
^ (to the Hotr ) ; it must be taken as laying down the modification of the Idd- 
portion. — “ Why ? ” — ^Them is no injunctive text to the effect that there 
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should be the AdhyMhnl-yotiioxi even where there is the I^a-portion at the 
same time. 

“But we have pointed out the text— * They enlarge the cake with 
boneless pieces of flesh 

The answer to this is that this text is a mere reiteration, the boneless-pieces 
having been already enjoined elsewhere — ‘ Yadu pariahisyatE tat samavaUa- 
dhanydmdnayati, yat hrdayam prdsyati, jihvdm vak§aJi, tanimam atastasyd 
van’kpum ’.—Hence it follows that the text cited by the- opponent is only a 
reiteration. Then again, the adhyudhnl is not mentioned in the text at all ; 
hence it cannot be regarded as enjoined elsewhere as to be used; — and 
when it is not so enjoined elsewhere, it must be taken as enjoined in the 
text in question adJiyudhnlm hotre haranti ’) in reference to the ‘ presenta- 
tion to the Hotr \ 

It has been argued that in this ease it would be necessary to assume a 
syntactical connection (between ‘ adhyudhmm ’ and ‘ haranti ’) which is 
interrupted (by the intervention of the word ‘ hotre ’) We shall certainly 
assume such a connection when we find — (a) that the ‘ adhyudhnl ’ is not 
something already enjoined elsewhere, (6) that the text, therefore, cannot 
be a reiteration, and (c) that it would be meaningless if the said assumption 
were not made. In this way, the injunction would be of the ‘ presenting ’ 
which is expressed by a word contained in the text itself ; otherwise, in the 
other case, what would be enjoined would be the connection between the 
Adhyudhvi and the Hotf, not the presenting which is expressed by a word 
of the text itself. 

For this reason also the Adhyudhnl should be regarded as a modification 
of a former eating-portion. 


SOTRA (15). 

[Purvapakain's objection ] — “ In fact, it would be a mese gift, as 

THEBE IS NO CONNECTION WITH THE TERM ‘ EATING-BOBTION 

BhS§ya. 

The term ‘ api ad ’ (‘in fact ’) implies the rejection of the view jtist set 
■forth..' 

“If it be as explained above, and the AdltyUdhnl 1ms not beem enj<HU.Bd 
in any other text as to be presented even when the Idd-portion in (here, — 
then, it comes to this that what the text in question enjoins is something 
entirely new to be ‘ presented in the s^hape of the AiUiyddhni ; and in that 
case it cannot be treated as the modification of an eating- portion ; as all that 
the words ‘ adhyudhrmn eicpresees is the meit; gwmg mi>m/ of the 

tiling to the Hoi'ji", nor hay -connection laid down with the term 

‘ (‘ euting-[)ortion H^gathh Adhyudlmd cannot he regarded as the^ 

modrfiiCation of an f r' 
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[Answer to the Purva'pak§in’8 cdtgumen^l—As a mattes of fact, it must 
BE THE MODmOATION OF AN EATING-POETION, AS THEEE IS NO 
■ aiVEE — ^ALL (the SaCBIFICEB AND THE ReIESTS) 

BEING EQUAL IN RELATION TO THE ReMNANTS. 


Bhdsya. 


The term ‘iw’ (‘as a matter of fact’) implies the rejection of the 
view jtist set forth — ^that “ it is a mere gift, not the modification of an eating - 
portion It cannot be a case of ‘ giving away because there is no 
‘ giver ’ ; the animal, in fact, has been dedicated by the Master of the sacrifice 
in the sense that ‘ saving the sacrifice, I shall not use this animal for any 
other purpose of mine own’.; so that there being no longer any ownership 
over the animal, there can be no giving away (of any part of it). — “Why 
is there no ownership ? ” — ^Because all are eqiXal in relation to the Remnant ; 
as regards the Remnants of the sacrifice, the Sacrificer stands on the same 
footing as the Motr, neither of them is the owner of the substance. Hence 
there can be no giving. 

“ When there is no connection with the term ‘ eating-portion ’, how can 
the Adhyudhtii be regarded as an eating-portion ? ” 

It follows the presence of the Dative ending (in ‘ hotrS ’) ; this Dative 
ending has the sense of ‘ for the sake of ’ ; so that wliat the words of the 
Text mean is that ‘ the adhyudhm is for the sake of the Hotf ’, ‘ it is the 
who is wanted by it as its recipient which means that ‘ it benefits the 
Hotr ’ ; it can do so only when it Is eaten and thereby imparts strength to 
the person, thus conferring upon him a perceptible benefit ; ^and to the 
extent that it confers this benefit, to that extent does the Dative ending 
become justified ; — otherwise, if the benefit conferred were an imperceptible 
one (as it would be, if it were a case of mere gift), the signification of the 
Dative would become ignored. 

From all this it follows that the Adhymdhni is a modification of the 
eoUing-poriion of Iqta. 


Adhikara^^a (5) : The ‘ Vanisfu^ is the modification of an 



[Like the * adhyUdSmVt the *mmspu is one of those limbs of the animal that 
are not among those that have been epeoifically mentioned as * offerings i.e. the 
JiMrt, the Tongw, etc.] 

S'OTRA (17). 

T.TTrii the * AdHYXIDHHI the ‘ * ALSO IS FOB, THE 
AOHlD-HBIBST. 

Bhd^a. 

In connection, with the same eamml dedicaied to Agni-Soma, we read— 

* Vani^turagmdhe ’ [* The Vani?tu to the Agwd-priest ’]. — The details of the 
preceding Adhikarana are applicable to the present case also ; as there so 
here, the question is — ^when the is spoken of as ‘ for the Agnid % 

is it to be treated as the modification of an eating-portion ? Or, does the 
text restrict this additional share as to be given to the Agnid-priest ? 

Similarly the apparent Siddhanta is the same as that of the previous 
adhikarana, — ^that, being enjoined as something not already known, it must 
be regarded as the modification of an eating-portion ; — as before, the same 
objection is urged here also — “ it being already enjoined in another text, the 
present text miist be taken as restricting the additional share to the 
paiddoular Priest ” ; — as before, the answer to this is that, in as much as the 
Vam0i is not mentioned in the text ‘they enlarge the with boneless 
pieces *, it is not something already enjoined, and hence it should be taken 
as enjoined in the text in question. 

Says tKs Opponent — “ As a matter of fact, the Vcmistu also having been 
already spoken of, it is something that is already known.” 

Answer — All that has been said in the other text is — ‘ Vani^fum 
prdsyati ’ [‘ Throws the Fam^ ’] ; so that what is enjoined there is the 
mere throwing in of the Fani^ into the 1^, by way of an embellishment 
of the latter ; so that it does not become the Ida itself ; — ^nor is it mentioned 
anywhere in connection with the term ^bhaksa’ (‘eating-portion’); hence 
it is the mere ‘ throwing in ’ that is enjoined, — ^and not that it is to be 
included in the ‘ eating-portion ’ ; — nor again, is there any connection, in the 
preceding text, with the Dative ending. So that, when the text in question 
speaks of it as ‘agmdhe\ (being ‘for the AgnM'), the Dative ending clearly 
enjoins the eating (of the Vani^). ^ 

Thus we conclude that, there being a possibility of the case of the 
Vani^pu not being quite analogous to that of the Adhyud-hm dealt with in 
the preceding Adhikarana, the BiUra lays it down that the two cases are 
exactly analogous ; and thus seta aside all notions of the two cases not being 
quite alike on any point of the 


Adhekarana (6) : The Maitrdmrwm also has a share in 

the Bating Portion \ 

SCTRA (18). 

[POBVAPAKSA] — “ TkEKE CAS BK HO ‘ EaTESTG POBfPEOir ’ lOE rm MaieoX- 
VAEIJHA, as HE IS HOT COHHBOTED WITH THE ABCHETinPB.” 

BM§ya, 

In connection with the Jyoti^loma, there is the animal dedicaM to Agni- 
Soma, mentioned in the text ‘ One who, on being initiated, sacrifice the 
gnfmal dedicated to Agni-Soma ’ ; at this offering there is a priest <ffiJled 
‘ Maitravaruna \ 

In regard to this Priest, there aria^ the question — ^Has this Pri^t 
a share in the ‘ Bating of Reannanta ’ which has to be done in accordance 
with the General Law ? 

The Puroa/pak^ is as follows : — " This Priest hm no connection with the 
Archetype ; hence, if he were to do the Ealing, it would not be done in the 
manner of the Archetype. Hence we conclude tibat time am be no eaUng- 

pcmtion for the Maitravaru^,, as he not connected ^ Artdte^^P 

StiTRA (19). 

[SiDDHSHTA] — ^A s A MATTER OE EAOT, IT SHOITLD BE THEBE ; AS HE IS 
THE SUBSTITUTE EOB THE HOTB AHD THE AdHVABYU, BEING 
IHVESTEB WITH THEIE EDHOTIOHS, 

BhS§ya. 

As a matter of fact, there must be an eating-portion for tli© 
mruna; in the matter of giving directians, he is the snbshtut© for the 
Adhvaryu ; and in the matter of recitations, be is the sul»titute for the B&tf, 
as is clearly laid down in the text — ‘ Therefore the Ma^nmn&m giv^ tlie 
directions and makes the recitations’; — thus, being invested with the. 
functions of the^e two prieste, the Maihrdmrte^ naturally ]^ts a share in tte 
‘ Eating Hence we conclude that hb must have a share in tlie eating- 


Abhieabana (7) : The Mmtramrwm has only 
. one share. 

S0EBA (20). 

[POBVAIPAK^A] — ^“HB MOTJBD have two shakes, as he BBBIOKMS 
TWO EimcjnoNs.” 

Bhd§ya. 

In regard to the sanote Maiiiravartt^ priest, there arfs^ the further 
question— Has he two shares ? Or only one share ? 

The Purvapak^ is as follows : — “ He Efcould have two sdiares ; being a 
substitute for the Adimmfu, he obtains the Adhmryu's share ; and beic® a 
substitute for the Rotp, he obtains the Rotfa share ; hence he should have 
two shares.” 

SOTRA (21). 

[SrpBHiKTAj— I k eealety, in as mhoh as he is obey oite, he shohijo 

laiCTIVE OHLiY OEE SHAKE ; AS THE SHAKE HAS HOT 
BEBH HEOIAKBB. 

Bha^ya. 

The term ‘ m ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

The MorWacamm* should not- have two shares ; he should have only 
one. — “ Why I ” — Became the »fusre has not been declared ; it has not been 
declared that the Adhmry^s share is to go to the Maikravarwm, or that 
the Hofy^a fdiare is to go to Men. If these two been so declared, then, 
evm thougji the requisite embenishment would have been secured by a single 
sMre, yet, on the strength of the said declaration, he would receive the 
seoond share also. As a matter of fact, however, the share comes to the 
MaMramm^ only by virtue of the General Law ; — Whence, as the Jlfailra- 
is cmly one, a single share will sufBLce to accomplish that archetypal 
condition, and no second share could be indicated by the General Law ; — 
hence tM Priest in question should have one share only. 



ADHiKABAm (8) : The, Pmtiprastha^ Priest has m share 
in Ihe Ectting-Portion. 

SUTRA (22). 

fPCBVAPAKSA] — “ The PBATIPRASTHJLTB AMO SHOTTLD HAVE A SHARE, ON 
AOCOUHT OF HIB CoOKING 'THE OmbNTUM.” 




In. connection ■sritfi the same aniinal-sacrifice to AgniSomaf the 
PrcUiprasUicUr ’ priest is spdkm of. 

In r^rd to him, there arises the question — ^Is this Priest to have a 
^lare in the eating of Bemnante t Or hot ? 

The PuTvapaJc§a is as fallows : — ** He is to have his share ; — why ? — 
becau^ when he cooks the on3mtin0a,--in aceordanoe with the text ‘The 
Pratiprasthatr priest cooks the tHnmtum he perfonns the functions of the 
Adhvaryu ; hence he should have his share in the eating-portion.” 


SCTBA (23). 


[SlDDHiNTA] — ^I n EEAUTV, HE OAN HAVE NO SHARE, BECAITSE THE ACTION 
IS DIFFERENT, AND BEOAHSE THE WHOLE OF IT IS 
OFFERED AWAY. 


The Pmtiipradhatr can have no share in the eating-portion. — Why ? ” 
— ^Because at the sacrifice wherein he acts for the Adkmryu, there is no 
remnant of the sobstanoe offered j what be do^ is the cooking of the omen- 
tum ; and the whole of it is offered away ; so that, there, being no mnnaut, 
what is there to be eaten T At those sacrifices whrare there is a remnant, — 
that is, those in which offering are made out of the Heart and other 
specified limbs,— this Priest does not act for the Adkmryu a mafctty’ 
of fact, the transcendental result connected with the ommJhim is entirely 
different (from that connected with the Heart; ete.), because it is coonoetwl 
with a subsidiary act ; and what tlw Genial Law indicates is that that 
prii^t alone becomes entitled to the eating-poirfelon who has %yorked at the 
sacrifice the substance used at which is to be dispwjd of by that eating ; 
in this way the eating would come to help in tte sacrifice ; if, on the other 
iiand, the eating were done by a |arieBt who has done work oiher any 
connected with the sacrifice, as he would liave rendered no w'rvioe, iiis “a t ing 
would not help the sacrifice in any way, and ijcnee it would be no pari ol it. 
It is for this reason that the Genearal Law does not justify eating at u sacriiicc 
other than the one at which ihe man has worked. 


Says tlie Opponent — “At the subsidiaries of the sacrifice also, the 
PnaiproMhatr does act for th& Adhvaryu; as he does the work of slicing, 
as laid down in the text — ‘ Placing it towards, the right, the Praiiprasthdtr 
slices it*.” 

Under the present Adhiharana, we are considering the ease in relation 
to that Vedie Recensionai Text where this text (re^rding the PrMiprasthdtr 
doing the slicing) does not appear. [So that this do^ not affect the 8iddhdnta 
at aii]. — Or [there is another explanation] — ^this slicing (spoken of in the 
text) is a totally different act from that connected with the Archetype. At 
the Arehetyix!!, the actual slicing as constituting the beginning of the 
act of offering Imving l»en spokm of by the term ‘ sacrifice what is spoken 
of by the subsequent text is only the number ‘ two % not the act of slicing ; in 
the text quoted by tlie Opponent, on the other hand, what is laid down is the 
act of slwin^ by the Praliprasthatf, not the actual act of offering ; in fact, in 
this the dicing that would be done would be the beginning of the act of 
offering. So that at the Archetype, when the offering is going to be done, tlie 
Adhmryu would naturally do the dicing, even though not actually enjoined to 
tio so ; — ^the slicing, in fact, has got to be done, either by the Adhvaa-yu Itimself 
or by sotaeone eh® ; and as tin? Atihvargu himself is close by, he does it ; it 
does not neK^aarlly form a ‘ function ’ (or ‘duty ’) of the Adhvaryu. What 
is done aa a matter of course is not what is rendered admissible by the 
Oaicsral Ijaw ; — and in the case in qu^rtion, it is only as a matter of course 
that the sUcing uj dona cither by tlie Adhmrya or by someone else ; so that 
all that the text quoted do<» is to restrict this ‘ someone else * to the 
Pmtiprmtiid^ only. — From all this it follows that even though doing the 
dicing, the PcsHprasihafy does not perform the ‘ functions of the Adhvaryu ’ ; 
and hmce he should not have a share in the eatings at the subsidiary sacrifices. 


Adhikarana (9) : The ieoa ‘ Ajyabhdgau yajati ’ lays down 
the ‘ Gfham^hlya ’ as a distinct sacrifice 
^ by itself. 

SUTRA (24). 

[PCUVAPAKSA (A)] — " As THE A^HETYPAL PEOOESS WOELD NATUBALLY 

COME mro THE Ectype, the declaration of it again 

WOHU) BE SIJPEBFLTJOHS.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Ghaturmdsya sacrifices, we read — ‘ Marudbhyo gfha- 
mMMhhyah sarvdaam dugdM sayamodamM' [where the ‘ Qrhcmidhiya ’ offering 
is laid down] ; — ^in this connection it is declared — ‘ Ajyabhdgau yajati ’ 
[‘ Offers the two Ajyabhagas ’]. 

In regard to this latter, there arises the question— (a) Is this a mere 
reiteration of the two Ajyabhdga-offeringa already admissible under tiie 
General Law ? — or (6) the General Law, as well as this text, both enjoin 
one and the same act 1 — or (c) is this text meant to be purely com- 
mendatory ? — or (d) does it lay down two additional and distinct acts ^ 
or (e) is it meant to serve the purposes of Preclusion ? — or {/) does the 
General Law indicate the admissibility of all else, save the two Ajyahhdga- 
offerings ? — or (g) does the General Law make the two Ajyabhdga-offerings only 
admissible ? — or {h) does the General Law not come in at all, and the 
is an entirely distinct sacrifice by itself ? 

The Purvapaksa (A) is as follows ; — “ At the ectype in question, the 
two Ajyabhdga-offerings connected with the archetype come in by the General ’ 
Law itself ; hence the declaration of the same over again could serve no 
other purpose ; it could only be taken as a teaching reiterated by the Teacher 
S3S a friendly advice ; so that we need not trouble our minds over the question 
of the acts being distinct ; it is clearly known that it is a mere reiteration j 
so pl^Mise proceed to the consideration of some other subject. — Why so ? — 
Because the question raised is already settled j while thwe may be another 
subject which is not as well known. Just as in ordinary experience, when 
people say— Bring up the Brahmapas that are there in this house,— 
daUa, Yajnadatta a/nd Fi?n«»n«<m athe latter sentence is regarded as a 
mere reiteration ; similar should be the case with the text in question ”, 

SUTBA 

[POEVAPAlCSA (B)3 — 0», THE SAME ACT MAY BE LAID DOWN BY MEANS 
OF TVKQ^ TEXTS, — ^AS DST THE CASE OF THE ‘ AgHSYA 

‘ ^ ^ ' , 

“ If the only capacity that the text had were to reiterate wlial has been 
already declared, then it could not serve any other pip^ose. When however, 

' ' m ‘ ' ...... . f 
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it bAS the capacity of doing something else also, then, why cannot it be snspeot- 
ed of doing this something else ? As a ihatter of fact, it has this capacity — 
that the text in question and the General Law conjointly declare the one 
fact that ‘ the QfhamMMya is to be performed in the manner of the arche- 
type,— this similarity to the archetype consisting in the fact that the two 
AjyahMgas are to be offered’. In connection with the Archetype, it has 
been declared that ‘ the two AjycMidgas are to be offered ’ ; so that in doing 
this, the man accomplishes his puqpose by means Of the archetypal sacrifice ; 
— then again, in the text in question — ‘ Offers the two Ajyabhdgas -the same 
method is extended to the ectype. So that the sacrifice performs its func- 
tions in such a manner as to make one and the same act spoken of by means 
of the two texts. — Just as in the case of the Agneya ; — ^the deity that is 
invoked with the words ‘ agnimagna avaha ’ is the same that is spoken of in 
the words ' atmdnamdvaha* or again, in the case of the expression ‘Here 
is the stick , — strike with the stick ’, one and the same sti«dc is ^ken 
by means of the word ‘stick’ used twice ; — in the same manner, the 
text ‘Offers the Ajyabhdgas^ lays down the offerings in connection with 
the Archetype, — and this same text appearing again in connection with 
the Eot 3 q>e also lays down the same offerings, — ^the full sentence being 
completed by the idea that ‘ the QxhamW^ya sacrifice is to be equipped 
with these same offerings ’, — and no distinct offering is laid down j nor is it 
a mere reiteration of what is already admissible xmder the General Law.” 

S0TRA (26). 

[POaVAPAXgA (0 )] — "BtTT this is hot possible as the texts ABE 
distinot.” 

Bhd^ya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘ but ’) implies the rejection of the view just set forth. 

“ The case in question is .not analogous to the Invocation of Agni. In 
the latter case, the text ‘ Agne avaha ’ has spoken of Agni the ccvrrier ; while 
in the text ‘ Agnimavaha Agni is spoken of as one to he carried ; so that the 
two texts do not serve the same ptirpose. In the case in question, on the 
other hand, the presence of the Jjj/otAdgra-offerings (at the QrhamedMya) 
is indicated by the single General Law that ‘ the Ectype is to be performed 
in the manner of the Archetype ’ ; so that the declaration over again (in 
the t^ in question) that ‘ the Ajyabhdga-oQerm^ are to be offered ’ would 
be doing what has been done already ; and such a text would be meaningless 
and superfluoiis. Hence the conclusion should be tihat it is a mere reitoratum. 
— * But it has been explained that a mere reiteration is superfluous ’. — It is 
not so, we reply ; it will serve the purposes of a commendatory declaration, — 
the sense of the commendation being — ‘by doing this the man would be 
offering the Afyahhdgas and' thereby the sacrificial character (of the 
Gj-hamMhSya) would be accomplished ’ 
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SOTiRA'27). 

[Pt5BVAPAK§A (D)] — “ It must BEIW ADDinoWy AS THAT WOULD SEEVE 
A USEFUL FUBPOSE ; — ^IT BEDhG- EOT POSSIBLE FOE IT TO BE 
TAKBE EITHEE (a) AS A COMMEEDATOEY DEOLABiATIOE, OE 
(6) AS DBSOEIBINO AN ACOESSOEY DETAIL, OE (c) AS 
A MODmOATION BASED UPON DIEEOT DECLARA- 
TION , — TS COULD SEEVB A USEFUL PUEP08B 
ONLY WHEN TAKEN AS LAYING DOWN 
DISTINCT FEESH ACTS. 

Bhdsya. 

“ Or, tlie text may be taken as laying down two distinct additional 
— not as a mere reiteration to the effect that ‘ the said Ajyabhdga- 
oj^rings must be made ’ ; in fact, it should be taken as actually enjoining the 
two sacrifices as to be performed. — ‘ Why ? ’ — ^Because a mere reiteration 
is useless ; specially as, the two texts being different, they cannot be taken 
as speaking of one and the same act. 

Question — ‘WThy cannot ‘the text be taken (a) as a commendatory 
declaration, or (6) as a description of accessory details, or (o) as laying 
down a modification ? ’ 

Ansvoer — (a) For the simple reason that the words express no com- 
mwidation, the text cannot be taken as a commendatory deolaraticm.— 

‘ There is the term for the purpose of accomplishing its sacrificial character, 
which expresses conomendation ’. — Answer — When a certain thing has 
been enjoined by one sentence, it has no need for a commendation that is 
expressed by another sentence. Hence the text should be taken os laying 
down a distmot sacrifice, not as a commendatory declaration. — ‘ But there is 
no distinct sacrifice named Ajyabhdga''. — Answer — It can be a sacrifice 
having the Ajyabhaga for its accessory. — (6) Nor does the text contain any 
description of accessory details (of the previously -enjoined sacrifice), as 
there is in the sentence ‘One offers the Ajyabh&gas equipped wUh wcOer 
apstimarUdvdfycibhagau yajati ’). — ^Nor is there any other way of interpret- 
ing the text ; as there is in the case of the text ‘ One should not offer any 
oblations before this *, where, in supersession of this prohibition, there is the 
other text ‘ The oblation that one offers before this ’, which deprecates the 
said offering, and then goes cm to add ‘Pours the offering with tlie Srwoa 
“Such being the circuinstanoes, the text .would be serving a useful 
purpose only when explained as before. Hence it must be taken as laying 
down distinct offerings, as in this ease it would be laying down something 
new ; otherwise it would not supply any fresh information at all.” 

‘ But wliat is there to indicate that the act laid down is a diatineb one ? ’ 
“ What it is the reason that ‘ the repeated mention of one 

and the same act would be usel^ts, as it woedd supply no particular 
iofoEranatiQn — as explained under Su^ 2. 2. 2- 

“ For all these reasons we ccmclude that the te«fc m question lays dyvm 
twe di'.tincb sacrifices named ‘ Ajyabhaga \ in addiMon to the principal 
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sacrifice (of the context),— these distin-'t sacirifices being hitherto nhknown 
and made known here for the firsf. ^'mb. ’ 

SUTRA (28). 

[PfiBVATAElSA (E)]— It MIGHT BE -UBGEl) THAT “THE TEXT MAT BE 
TAKEir AS NEGATrVUrO (OTHBBS) 

Bhasya. 

“ Yon think that the text contains the injunction of a distinct act ; 
but that is not possible ; when the nasm ‘ a^yabhaga ’ is actually mentioned, 
the action spoken of cannot be understood to be any other than the 
Ajyabhdga itself. If the distinct act were taken as one having the Afyabhdga 
for its accessory, then this would involve the necessity of taking the term '‘ ajya- 
bhdga ’ in a figurative sense ; and no significance would attach to the special 
name ‘ ajyabhdga \ Hence the text cannot be taken as laying down distinct 
acts. It may however be taken as negativing other acts, by * preclusion ’ j 
jxist as in the case of the text — * Five five-nailed animals are fit for eating’, — 
the mention of the five animals. Hare P*orcupine, Alligator, Tortoise, and 
Rhinoceros] is taken as meaning the negation (prohibition) of the ‘ eating of 
others ’ : — similarly in the case in question also, the mention of the AjyMdga- 
offeHngs will mean the preclusion of the other accessory details”. 

SBTRA (29). 

{RefvbUion of Purvapakaa {E) by Purvapah§in (D)] — “ This is kot 
possible; as it is hot spoken op**. 

• BM§ya. 

“Asa matter of fact* we do not find, m the text, any negativing word, 
nor the mention of any other acc^sory details ; and no authority can attach 
to any such meaning of a sentence as is not expressed by its constituent 
words ; because it is only the meaning of the component words that is the 
basis of the meaning of the sentence ; and the latter can have no existence 
apart from the former. This is what has been made clear under Sdbra 1, 1. 25. 
Hence the text cannot be taken as preclusive j specndly as Preclusion is 
always open to three objections : — (I) the acceptance of what is not expressed 
by the words, (2) the assumption of the meanings of other words, and (3> 
the rejection of what is actually expressed by the words. — From all fhis, it 
follows that it is best to take thse text as laying down distinct acts”. 

StTRA (30). 

[PObvapak^a (F>] — It might be xtegeb that “ the Jjyabhsgas are 
NOT TAKEN IN [BT THE GeNMBAL Law]’*. 

BM^a. 

; “If you think that the text contains the injunction of distinct acts, — ^then. 
the incongruity involved in that view has been already pointed out ; and that 
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is enough to discount it. — What thm should be the explanation ? — Well, the 
AjydbMga offedngs have beeh mmtioned (in the text) by their very 
(as coming into the QrhmmdhAya), while the other accessories come into it 
only under the Geneml Law ; whm it is found that the IjyabM^ offerings 
come in directly through their own names, the General Law can indicate 
nothing regarding their admi^ibility into the Qrham&Saya, and it will only 
indicate the admissibility of the other accessory details which have not been 
takan in by any other means. — ‘ What wiU he the advantage in taking the 
text thus ? ’ — The advantage will he as follows ; — [a) It will not be nectary 
to assume that the text and the General Law function jointly ; — (6) it will 
not be necessary to admit of a commendation by a distinct text (the one in 
question) of *^what has come in by virtue of the General Law ; — (c) when 
precisely the s^e name is used, it will not be neceraiary to take the re- 
mention of the name a® laying down distinct acts ; just as, when it has beeir 
asserted that ‘ DemukOta stands here it is not said again ‘ he stands while 
standing’ ; all that it is understood to mean is that the person is named 
‘ DemdaUa ’ -and (d) lastly, it will not be necessary to assume Preclusion^ 
which is bmet with three objections. — Hence we conclude that the text 
serves to take in the J^^/ahAaga-offerhags (as coming into the GfrhamedMya), 
which are not taken in by the General Law 

Says the Opponent — Why have recourse to this elaborate process ? 
If the Ajyckkaga-oU&nn^ had not hem taken in by a direct text, the 
General Law would certainly have been able to iake them in ; when they 
are already laid down by a direct tdxt, what is the need for the elaborate 
assumption that .they are not taken in by the General Law ? ’ 

“ Answer — ^There is certainly no good reason for having recourse to the 
elaborate assumption ; hut what is done by an elaborate process cannot be 
regarded as not done an elaborate process is certainly open to objection ; 
but even though the objection may be there, the General Law cannot take 
in tile Ajyabhdga-<iSermgfL If a man go^ to a village throng the pasture- 
land, he certainly incurs the inconveniences of passing through the pasture- 
land ; but it IS not that he do€« not reach the villa^. Hence we conclude 
that the Ajya!}hAga-ofi0nxi^ not being taken in by the General Law, are 
taken in by the text in question.” 

SUTRA (31), 

[Refutation of Purvapokm (F)} — “This canhot b® ; bbcatjs® of 
BQFAiaTY.” 

BM$ya. 

“What has b<»n urged above is not possible. If the General IjOW 
were deal with each of the Archet3qial acoessorii^ separately in detail, 
theen it might be that it would not deal with the AfyabMtga-afiesm^ on the 
ground of their being already taken ih by the direct text, and would d*«al 
with and take m the other accessories ; — ns a matter of fact, however, the 
General Law does not deal with the accessori^ separately ; all that it, dr^iis 
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wiiili is th 0 traassomdeatai result connected ■witfa. th© Arcinetype,— -its indica- 
tion being that ‘ |b© result is brought about by ihis, the Ectype, in the same 
manner as by the Archetype’ ; aaad this being the form'of the indication, 

the Jjyo&fi^s-offerings also become included in this. Under the circum- 
stauoM, it eoinjM to this that the text laying down the Ayyobilagn-ofierings 
does what has beeai already done {by the General Law) and hence becomes 
si^oerfluous. — Thus then, the JfyyahAd^a-ofEerings being eqmA to (stenduag on 
the same footing as) the other accessories, the text cannot be taken ^ taking 
in tiae JC^;ic^li«j)a-offeri^ which have not been takm in by the General 
Law.” 

SCmA (32). 

0?OBVArAjK§A (G), and Ua refvMion\ — Thbeb wotjud bb mi sajmii 
agatstst the JijyABHiGAs ALoisn* being taken in 

(irNDEB THE GENEBAIi LaW). 

Bhd?ya. 

The following view may bo put forward (as Purmpah^a (0)] — “ What 
the General Law indioati^ is the AjycdAaga-offerings only, as constituting 
the QfhamSdMya sacrifice, when perfermed in the manner of the Archetype ; 
the question having arisen as to how the J[/j^ra&?ia<^-offerings are to be made, 
— ^e answer is that * it is in such and such a manner (as at the Archetype)/ 
Just as in tibe o&m of the text ‘ There are seventem Samidhems at the 
AdhvaraJhaipaa \ the mhuber ‘ seventeen ’ does not find place in any other 
sacrifioe ; — or, in the case of the sentence ‘ Bring the Shimshapd tree *, no 
other tree is brou^t up, and the Shmudtapd alone is understood to be spoken 
of fay means of the term ‘tree*; — similarly in the case in question, tli® 
Aj^lcddiAgar<f&mxi^ alone should be understood to be taken in by tlie 
OeasMral Law 

Our answer to this is as follows ; — Th&re would he the same dsjection 
the Ajyat^uigas done bmng taken in tmder the Qeneral Law ; — the 
idea that the Ajyethhdgaa alone are taken in is equal to (open to the same 
objections as) the idea that they are not taken in ; as for the other accessories, 
their non-inc^bmon (under the GeHaeral Law) mi^t bo po^dble if the Gremeral 
law dealt wdth the aooeesories separately; but no such non-inclusic«a is 
possible when all that the General Law indicates is the fulfilment of the 
archetyjml iramoendental result (as explained above). 

StJTRA (33), 

[SiDDHiNTA] — T he text SHOBHD be taken as showing MSTOrr 

NESS, AS THE INCLUSION SEBVIS A FSEEUI. FUBPOSE. 

BM§ya. 

From an the alxive it follows that the OflwmSdh^ is a distinct samfice 
npt laid down elsewhcFe. — Why ? ” — Because the inclusion serves a nsefud 





ApBmsAjRANA (10): TM ^Svistahfi* and other rites are to 
he performed at the OrlmmHhlya. 

StJTRA (34). 

AMOSO OTOSE ALSO, THAT WOtTLR COME IN WHICH IS 
SPECIALLY MENTIOKEP, 

Bhmya. 

The OrhamSdJilya is again the subjecfc-ma?ler of disciission. In regard 
to this, we have seen that, having all its newels 'ulfilled by the AjydbM^- 
offedbogs, it does not take in any other aocessorif’^ (from the Archetype). — 
What' is to be wniMdeared is — is this absolute! v so that it does not take in 
any other accessories at all T 

Bndh being the notion (derived from preceding AdBnkanma), the 
8iddhch%6a is set forth in the Sutra — From am'tn^ ilum (dm, that vxndd coma 
in uMck is apeoiaUy mentioned.- What has biyn said regarding the Grha- 
medMya nqt taking in any accessories, is tnm of cases whore no Eqpeoific 
motion is made ; in the case in question, we do find a Kpeeifie mention of 
certain accessories, — e.g. of the Ajyabhd^-otterincn [and these do come in) ; 
— aiinilarly whenever an accessory is specifirfedfy mentioned by a direct 
declaration., and such specific mention is found by us, we conclude that that 
should come in which is so specifioally mentioned ; e.g. such ace^semes as 
are mentioned in the texts, ‘ Agnaye mmavad.ya ' - % * J4dmupcAvaya4i 


Adhikaba^a (11) : [A Hypothetical Biseassioii]. At the 
^ QfhamMhlya ’ there is no Eating by the ‘ Pra- 
shitra ’ and other Priests, 

SUTRA (35). 

The mention of the ‘ Svi§takb.t ’ should be taken as pbecluding 
THE Eating,— BECAUSE the conditions are the same. 



There is' the Qfhamedhlya sacrifice ; in regard to which we have imder- 
stood. that it is. a distinct sacrifice by itself.— In connection with this sacrifice, 
it is declared tliat ‘ One makes an offering to Agni-Svisiakrt 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Does, or does not, the specific 
mention of the ‘ Svi^takrt ’ ' only preclude all other details relating to 
liemnatiis as also the Eaiing ? 

Objection (to the question) — “ In as much as the GrhamPAhiya is a 
distinct sacrifice by itself, there can be no Eating of Remnants at it [as such 
Eating could come in from the Archetype only by virtue of t he (ioneral Law] ”, 
Ansiefer — This discussion is a hypothetical one, on the assumption (talcen 
for granted for argument’s sake) that the Gj-hamedhlya is not a distinct sacrifice 
[it is based entirely upon an Archetype]. — In fact, what wo are considering is 
tile purpose served by the preceding Adhikaramt : — That is, if there were 
preclusion, by the text in question, of the othw details relating to the Eatings 
of Remnants, then the Ajyctbhdga-o^evmge would preclude only the sacrificial 
offerings, nothing else. Hence it becomes necessary to find out if the specific 
mention of the Sm^takrt precludes, or not, the Eatings of Remnants. 

Tlie apparent answer to the question raised is that w’lien the Rvi^takH 
lias been specifically mentioned, then the Eatings of Remnants do become 
precluded. — Why ? — Becavse the conditions are the same ; — the conditions 
relating to tlie Rvistakri-ofteting, and the EcUings are similar,— both serving 
the purpose of embellishing the Remnants ; [and as such both should be 
absent at, the GrhatnPdimyal', but of these, the has been 

specifically mentioned (as to be offered at the sacrifice) ; — lienoe this one 
cxnbellislunent only of the Remnants should be there, not any otliers ; and 
hence the Eatings become precluded. 

StJTRA (36), 

IP-mmpalutsin’s argument against fact, there can be 

NO ^lOCS^UfflOON,— BEOAXrSE JT M MOhUiT mM WiNTION^ 

IN OONN»^ttdN THE ^ '• " 

, , BhSfya,-. . "I:; ■ , 

Just on the specific mention cd the Scisrakrt. ami on tho ojhcr 
details relating to reannautg not being fouml so inf'mioiu'xl. ii undtTsltvui 
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that there shotdd be no Batm^^, — exactly in tii© same manner, on ^eing 
that the Eating is actually mentioned, it should be understood that the Eating 
should be there. When there is a conflict between Mention (Assertion) and 
non-Mention (Non-assertion), greater authority attaches to the Mention (Asser- 
tion).— Where is the Eating found mentioned ? ’ — ^In the text ’• Idamupahva- 
yati where ‘ UpaJivdna ’ stands for permission ; and this is possible only when 
there is to be Eating, not when there is ho Eating. — -Hence there can be no 
preclusion of the JS'atiwg'.” 

SUTRA (37). 

[06jeciEtem anavSered by Siddhantin ] — ^As a matter of fact, there must 

BE FBBCLXJSION ; BECATTSE IT IS FOimD TO BE FEECairoSB BY 

AH lEJxnsronosr. 

Ehdsya. 

As a matter of fact, there must he preckmon i when conditions are equal, 
what is inferred (merely indicated by the General I^aw) is set aside by what, 
is directly laid dowii. 

As for the ‘ seeing ’ that has been cited, it must pertain to that Eating 
which is preceded (sanctioned) by Injunction. The declaration is in the 
following form — ' Atha idaanMvdvadyoUi, na prdshiiramupahuya, prashnantV 
[‘ He slices the ; they do not obtain the Prashitra’s permisnon before 
they eat ’] — [where it is clear that there is no Eating by the PraAitm]. 

It is not necessary for us to 6nd out and explain the purpc^je .of the 
present Adhikamna, which is purely hypothetical. In fact, it only shows 
tlm purpose that is served by the preceding Adhikararm ; and tli© purpose 
of this purpose need not be explained. What is to be actually done has 
been already explained in the previous Adhikararm. 



Adhisabaka (12): The '‘Frdyanlya^ and the ' Mithya' 
filiotid end respectively with the ‘ Shamyu ’ and 
the ‘ Ida \ 

SUTRA (38). 

|POE¥aipaksa]— “ In the matter of ending with the ‘Shamyu’ 

AND THE ‘ Ida THERE SHOULD BE OFTION ; AS OTHERWISE, 

THE PROHIBITION OF THE ‘ PaTNYANHYIJA ’ WOULD 
BE meaningless”. 

BM^. 

In connection, with the Jyoti?toma, we read — (a) ‘ Shamymnla prayanlya 
8miti§0>ca6, na patnlh mmydjayanti The Prdya^lyd becorm^ complete 
whm ending with the Shamyu ; — tiiey do not make the wives offer the 
satcadfio©’}; — (&) 'I4dnia atithyd aa»$i§ffiate, nSmtydjmi yajanti ’ [‘The Atiihyd 
becomes complete when ending with the they do not perform the 

Atmyd^as ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question,' — ip) Is it meant that the 
Prayamya may be regarded as complete, either with all the Terminuses duly 
performed, or with the Shamyu only ? Or that it must always end with the 
Shamyu ? — (h) Similarly, may the Atithya be regarded as complete either 
with all the Terminuses duly performed, or with the 14d only ? — Or 
must it always end with the 1(0 ? 

The Purvapak^ is as follows:^ — “In the matter of entling with the 
Shamyu and the 10, there should l>e option ; — why ? — beoaxise tlierc is 
pK>h!bition of Painyanuydja .- — ^There is the clear declaration to the offeei. 
tliat ‘ the Prayaniya becomes oomplete when ending with the Simmy a- ’ ; 
then there is the otiier declamtion to the edect tltat ‘ they do not make' 
tl» wives offer the £«tcrific©’. If the Prayai^iyd must always fMid with the 
Sti'wiyit, u'en i/a. pmhihilion of the Palnyanuydja u-ouh! h^' 

Heuioe Oils [erot-.ibjrfon of tlio PeUnyanuyuja should be biki'ii nr. I.iyifi;,' <;.swj; 
tho cf>rnx>lcting of all tlio Torminxua®.— -How so? — At the- r'difiuilyu, the-'y 
no tn.t perform tin* PiUnlsamydja alone, and notliing cist ; .iimil.erly at !li= 
At’thya, they del not [lorform the Anu^fcht alone, and uftliing f'h.*, Ib ne-e 
tho two (prohibitive) texts shotild be taken as distinct sentences prcciuriitifi 
tieosc detulLi tJiat should not be peitformed- [Henco, tb.c 
where those details are omitted forma one option; atnl iliait ni which they 
Jill- ii'u omitted ft>rms :i not her option}”. 
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SCmA (39). 

[vSlDDHlKTA]— I n ElAIJEPY, IT IS OJSJLY A • DESCRIPTION OF THE EXISTINO 

STATE OF THINGS ; AS TSft! ACT IS NOT WHAT IS BWOINED 
BY THE TEXT. 

Bhasya. 

It is not right that there should be option; in fact, there is oiily one 
alternative, that it should end with the Shamyu ; as there is a specific declara- 
tion to that effect, there can be no second alternative ; there is no declaration 
of any such other alternative. The prohibition of the Patnyamiydja cannot he 
taken as laying down the completion, of all the Terminuses ; it is, in fact, 
only the description of an existing state of things; it describes things as 
they exist ; just like the statement tliat ‘ Fire is not to be installed in tiio 
sky or in heaven h Thus the two sentences — ‘The Prdyamyd becomes 
complete with the Shamyu ’ and ‘ They do not make the wives offer the 
sacrifices ’ — are to be construed and Syntactically Connected with one 
another. — Similarly also with the two sentences — ‘The AtWiifn hfiecmies 
complete with the Ida and ‘ They do not offer tho Amiyujan '' . — -The pijurposo 
served by the description is that the course of action laid down becomes 
eulogised with very little effort. 

" There is the prohibitive text, which may bo taken ss I'lyinfr down the 
horapletion of all the terminuses.” 

This would involve an assumption for which there is no justification 
in the Veda ; and such an. assumption would be as wrong as t.ho abandonmg 
■and ignoring of what has been actually laid down in tlie Veda. 

EVom all tiiis it follow'S tluit the Prdyanlyd must end with the Shamyu 
and the AtiOiya must end with tho I4d. 



Ai>HmA.EANA ( 13 ) : The '‘ Prdyamya ' should end with the 
first ^ Slmniyu \ i and the * Atithyd ’ should end with, 
the first ‘‘ Ida \ 

S€’TEA (40). 

[PffBVAPAK^A] — ** By EBASON OE the EFEEGTrV'EHE.SS OF THE PeOHIBI- 
T.IVB TEXT, THE PBOHIBITIOH SHOtJLB PEETAIH TO WHAT 
COMES AFTER THE SECOMD.” 

BMsya, 

Tb© Bara© texts form tke subject-matter of the pr«scnt Adhikxtrmm—- 
{a) ^ ShammirJaprdimriy& aanii^thate^ — m patnlh mmyujapardid [‘Tlie Prfsim- 
mya becomes coiuple-te, ending with /S’tef/u/?.* ;--they do not make the wivef. 
offer sacrifscrfs ’] ; — {h) ‘ Iddmia SlUhyd mnththate, — mnuydjau yajati ’ [‘ The 
Atithyd ht^eomeu compiete, ending with Pla ;--they do not offer the 
Anuyujas’'}. — There am two Shcmtym ami two The fjuostion. that 

^ Whon the Prdyamya ‘ends vritSi Shumyu \ does it end with tho 
firat Shmmm or with the second ? -Similarly, (h) when the AiiUiyd ‘ends 
with I4d % does it end with the first J4a, or wit h tho sermul ? 

The apparent, conclusion is that the sacrifices should end with the first 
Skamyv. and tho first £d& % — ^why because whon one iinishof? tho sacrifices 
with the first Shamyu and the first I4d, he duly obeys tiie injunction of the 
Feda (that the sacrifice should ‘end with Bhamyu' or ‘end with 10]; 
and when once the Vedic injunction has been duly olwjyed, why should one 
perfomi any subsequent deteilp f 

i^jalust this, tlisre is the foEowing view [Purmpak^ (A)] — “ When 
one the sacrifices with, the seootid Bhamyu and tho sf«?emi J#, 

f.hA-n also he obeys the Vedic injunction. Such being the case, if one were 
always to end with the first ones [never adopting the other wura© of ending 
with the second ones], it would mean tlxat h© does not quite cotnprehend 
the nuwoing of the text ; in fact, we shall be rightly comprehending the 
mAa.ftwg of the text if w© take it as declaring that the ending could also be 
' done with the goooud Shemyu and the seocaid 10. — Thus tb»., if am finishes 
the mwifioM with both Bhcrnym and both' h© derives great b©»tt 
Heap©' w© oonelud© that thwe should b© no reateietton^th© finiahitig n»y b© 
don©' tl» first or with the 

' M attest ah this, w® haw ^ mowing view CB)>- 

“The' aiding ‘should be with 'the mmd ^ 10 

‘why f-hoHi-UB© of ifea j ie, it ^ only in 

tbat (ms© tliatth© Prohibition of Battni-Hurnyu-ja or ;• ^ -.rAd 

have any sense; if the ending pf the were not done uiru the 

second Bhamyu, there would be xm htaslihCK^ of the Painlsamydsa- being pci' 
formed ; similarly, if the ending of the AUtAyd wore done with tliV seu-nd 
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Ida, there would be no likelihood of tlie Anuyajaa hesing performed ; [ao that 
in this case the prohibitive texts would be prohibiting what is not possible ; 
hence they would be meaningless]; from this it follows that; the saurifiees 
•should be finished with the second Shamyti and t he second Ida. — ObjecCon— - it 
has been akoady .explahied that the prohibitive text contains only a des>, rip-. 
tion of the existing state of things.’ — Ansn?cr —Such interpretation of tl;<- 
texts is not justifiable, so long as there is any ot.her way of taking them ; 
hence the emlinf./ would never be done with the _fint Himmyu or the/rst Ida. 
—Objection — ‘ What you urge in the sJiape of the prohibitive text is a int>re 
indication ; a luero indicative however pnu'es notld/ig ; you .should point tf» 
some reason imurer — ^The reason is as follows: — -So long as there is tu; 
specification, any dotaikKi perfonnanco that ends with -the 8Iuimyu should be 
regarded as ‘ending with Bhamyn' \ similarly w'ith the term ‘ending with 
Iflfl > ; — ^all that the injunctions lay down is tlmt the detailed performance 
should ‘end with Bhnmyit', or ‘ witli Ida'-, — when such is tlie injuuetum. 
it precludes all other details {besides tlio Blumiyu or tii© Lid). — ‘ IIow r ’ — 
When the dotidiud porfuntiance lias heen laid down uA ending witii the 
Sliamyu, or with the Ida, — and tlie performance is actually douo iii tliis 
manner, there ia no need for tho other tluiails ; — wiieu iroi. noodetl, they 
cannot be taken as connethod with the perfunnaucos ; — consequently, it follows 
that there is no likelihood of their being adopted. — Ohjecllon — ‘ If such be 
the case, then the enuling with iJhc, first Bhamyu, or with the first idd, accora- 
plishes nothing more (than wliat would bo accomplished by ilio auiv-a \nth 
tfie second) — Amioer — ^There is no force m tliis objection'; a seat.enee need 
not be taken as serving a distinct purpose simply with a viow to save it 
from being useless ; it is enough (hai tiie scntuuoo lays down the endina with 
the second. — ^Ikum all this it follows tluU the sacritices should end vrith the 
second Sftamyu and the second hid." 

SOTRA (41). 

[SlDI)HlNT..«i]— I n as much as the i'lRST ONE BECOMES ADMISSIBLE 
(FIRST), ON THE BASIS OF DIRECT .DECLARATION, THERE 
SHOULD BE REJECTION (OF THE SECOND), 

Bhd^ya. 

It is not right that the sacrifices should ©ad witii the second Shamyu, 
-or with the second I4d ; tliey should, in fact, end with tiie first ones. — ^^Why if — 
■—The text doe^ not enjoin tlie detailed performance ending with th© 
Bhiimyu, or that ending with the ; all that is enjoined is tiie endlny 
of tho sacrifices, — the sens® being that ‘ the sacrifice sfmdd end with th© 
Shannju, or with the Jdd*;, that is, .when tlio performance has begun, it 
should end with the Sfmmyu, or wi'^' the I4d ; it dues not moan that the 
p<->rformanc© should begin ; a perfowttance is spoken of as ‘ ending ’ only 
when the porfonuers have tlwQ actually going on with it ; — so that 
there Infing nothing t© whht^tha first or the second ones,— -the 

performance should cottld not begin ©ithor with ti» 
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firh‘1 ones or with tlio serond ones as for the ‘ending’ iliut Juts been 
tnijolueci, it becomes accomplished as soon as one has got at ih.,! first. Shanu/ii, 
or the first Ida— [ho that there can be no need for proceeding any further to 
tho second ones].— As for the prohibition, it has boon already explained as 
being a description of the existing state of things. 

SUTRA (42). 

LV AS MTOH AS THE PROHIBITIVE TEXT SPEAKS OF ‘ HURRY IT CANNOT 
HAVE ROOM ANYWHERE ELSE. 

Bhdaya. 

For tho following reason also the perforrriance should not proceed after 
the, first Shamyu or the first Jdd.— “ For what reason ? ”~l’he prohibitive 

text quoted, is found to be accompanied by * luirry — “ How so ? ^The 

passages in question stand thus— (A) ‘ 1?he Devus and the approached 

Truth ; tlie Dems got half of the Truth, and the Asuras got tho other half ; 
the Truth, being expounded by the .4.-jitra.s, went over to the Dims ; they 
offered the Prayaniya sacrifice, it ended with Shamyu’, the da«ras’eame 
to the sacrifice ; hence they value hurry in the matter of sacrificial per- 
formances and make it end with Shamyu' They performed the 

Itiihya, which ended u-ith the Ua ; then tiie Asuras came to the sacrifice; 

lienee they value hurry at the performance and make it end with IdA \ 

Wiien i>eople are in ‘ hurry ’, they adopt what comes first, and do not wait 
for what cormjs later. Thus there can be no other room for the Ih>ohibition ; 
from which it follows tliat the performance should not be proceeded with 
after thss first Sfiamyu or the first Ida. 


Abhikabana ' (14) The text.' " 8(idupmad€t> upmMymite " 
hiys down distinct * Upasads \ 

I'PCbyataksa (A)] — “In bhoakd to the Upasabs . what has seek 

SPECTITED SHOULD NOT BE PEBFOBMEB.” 

Mhmya. 

There ia the saerifieej in eoaneetion "vvitn \vhich ws - 

‘ ^a4tipasada upmrMyanti ’■ [‘ The six tlpasark are perfoi’iuod ’ j ; in refercneti 
bo these Upasads, it lias been doclai'ed that ‘ They are mihmit the Prmjdjm 
and without the Anuydjns 

In regard to these texts, there arises the following qnestioss — the 
text mean that (a) that much of the Upasmls shonkl he ctiuitted as has tjoen 
prohihibxl {by the text), and the rest of it all sliould bo porfornieti H — or 
that (6) tliat much should bo done as is enjoined by the text in qn^tion, and 
all the rest oioitted ? — or that (c) the Upasads herein laiil down are entirely 
different acts ? 

Tlie Purvapak^ (A) is as follows : — “ In miard to the Upasads, udutt 

been specified should not be performed ; the text " without Praydfas and 
withotit Anuydjas * has its piu-pose servi>d b\' prohibiting thf» Pmydjm and 
the Anuydjas, and hence it does not preclude all the roat of the original 
Upasads, which come in under the Geiusml Law ; and honco all tlie original 
Upasads should be performed witliout any distinction Fsavo that the Praydjas 
and the Anuydjas are to bo omitted].” 

SUTRA (44). 

[POBYAPAK^A (B)} — “ By the SPECmOATlON of the pabticulab 

AtXJESSOBY DETAIL RELATING TO THE ‘ SbUVA ALL THE REST 
SHOULD BE TAKEN AS PRECLUDED.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ It is not right that, leaving asid(% the Praydjas and the Anuydjan that 
have been proliibited by the text m question, ah the r«5t of the original 
Upasads should bo'pOTformed | — ^in &ot, that much alone should be ciom*. 
m hm been enjoined in the text (‘Potif the J'yMm-obla.tioiis with the 
Smm ’) ; wlmt the text «ctJom8 is,‘the ‘ Pouring of the .f^fcam-oblations with 
the SraTO%— this off«ing,,lhus wjcaned, preeludw everything else; the 
‘ offering of the AghSra-oblatiom' with ^ 8nma * Iwreta laM down i® emetJy 
the mgxrn w the edgijaal ^^ecbag ; aad hroee whm the p witewwi 
without the additiaa of ideteil ^in the "text in lt 'me*iis’ 

that all the r<«jt becomes preeltided.’* 
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S0TEA (46). 

[BefiMwn of P%rmpah§a (B) by Purvapah^in (J.)]— “ In pact, nothing 
IH PEOHIBHraD ; as IT IS A OOTNTBE-EXOBPTION POLLOWING 
ITPON A PBOHmmON.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ It is not ri^ht that that alone should be done which is enjoined in tho 
text, nothing else shoxdd be done ; in fact, everything shotild be 
done, except what has been prohibited. What has been declEO'ed is that 
‘ they are to be loiffumt Praydjas and wUTmd Anuydjas ’ ; this text, having 
prohibited these Praydjas and Anuyajas, has its purpose entirely served, and 
hence it cannot preclude anything else. — ^The opponent has urged that ‘ the 
off&ring of the oblation with the Sruva has been enjoined without any qualifica- 
tions — But this is a mere counter-exception, and it does not •predude 
anything. The full passage stands thus ; ‘ One should not pour any oblation 
beforehand; if one offers an oblation beforehand, he shoxdd make another 
mouth ; he ahoidd pour the Aghara ablation with the Srum ’ ; what this means 
is that ‘one shoxild not pour any oblation beforehand — ^ie. before the 
archetypal libations’ ; these libations, beghmiog with the AghdrUt are the 
mouth of all sacrifices ; if therefore one shoxdd offer any such offering relating 
to the Upasads as the Agni and the rest, he shoxdd make anothw mouth 
fOT it; — ^he shoxdd poxir the Jf^Mm-oblation vrith the Sruva'.—lELm.ce 
we find that, having referred to the possibility of the offering of all the 
oblations save the AgJiara and the rest, the last sentence seta forth the counter- 
exception and reiterates that the Aghdra-oblation mxist be offered ; the mean- 
ing being that ‘ he does nothing else, except the offering of the AgMra, 
and it is not that he does not offer the Agkdra — ^Thus we find that there 
is no predlxision of anything ; so that, with the sole exception of what has 
been prohibited, everything else shoxdd he done.” 

SUTRA (46). 

[SlDDHlNTA]— I n pact, THEBE IS NO PBBFOEMANOB OP THE BEST OP THE 
SACBIPIOE ; AS THE PBINCIPAL DEITY IS ONE TO WHOM NO 
OPPEBING IS TO BE MADE. 

Bhd§ya, 

In fact, the Upasada laid down in the text in question [‘The six Upamda 
should be performed ’] are entirely distinet acts ; so that there is to be no 
performance of the rest of the Archetypal Upaaada j and all thxt the second 
sentence — ‘ They are without PraySgaa and without Anuydjaa ’ — does is 
to descrihe the existing state of tfaing^>. — There is the foEovdng passage 
whtoh lays down that the principal d&ity ^ om to whom no offering ia to be 
made, and then goes on to lay down other important dntiee : — ‘ One shoxdd not 
after any oblations before the one tp Agni. Agni being the mouth ’ haxang 







Abhikabaj^a. (15): The text ^VdrwrjifinmkaMpMem, 
lays down a distimt ‘ Avahhrtha 

StiTRA (47). 

[PAktapak^a (A)}— "Ik cokkbctiok with the * AvABHitim TK» 

‘ ftBASS ’ HAWNG BBBK BOBBIDBEK, All- THli BEST OE 
THE BITE SHOULD BE PERFOBMBD.” 

BMsya. 

In comiection with, the Jyoti§toma, there is the Avabhrtha-ntQ^ laid down 
in th© test—' Vam^SnaikakapMendvabhftimnabhyavayanti ’ They proceed 
to the Avciihftka by offering to Varwm, the cake baked upon one pan ’] ; 
in ©oimectioa with this Avabhrtha, there is a declaration to the effect that 
* He offers the Pmydjas without IKusha-grass ; he offers the Armydjm without 
Kusha gr^ ■ 

In regard, to this, there arises the qu^tion— At the Avabhrtha herein 
laid dowm—Ia) is e-^stry detail to be done in the same manner as at the carighaal 
A«w6ilf«A3 of the Jyoti§torm , — with the sole exception tluit Kmha-gnmt wMeh 
hm bwn prohibited, should not be t®ed ?— Or (6) does the text preclude 
all other details of the original Ambhftha, with the exception of the two 
IfytM&iym ? — Or (c) is this AmbhflM entirely distinct (from the original 
AvcAAwQui) ? 

Th® Purmpa^h^a (A) is as follows Saving the use of the Kusha- 
grass, aU-tks re^ of ^ BUe should be p^fonmd. — ^Why ? — Because the Kneha- 
gm® has been prohibited; the text ‘BGe performs the Anuydjm without 
Kmha-grms ’ has its purposes served by prohibiting the use of ; 

and as such, it cannot exclude anything else coming in by virtue of the 
GeaeraJ Law ; and all the rest tff the Rite should be perfortned. — ^It might 
be argued that ‘ there is the declaration to the effect that one offers the two 
AfysbhSgas, which serve to preclude all the rest of the Rite — ^But, as a 
nwttor of feet, the said declaration of the J!yyo6Ad^-offorkig8 has bem taken 
to fee faf the purpose of laying down an additional accessory detail by tJja 
Apmmmt9od§^^>hSgmt*P 

S0TM (48). 

priBTABAK^A (B)}— ** iKASaroOH AS Afif AOOBSSOBT AlOi Of .1^ llfA- 

^BIEJOAS MM MMK lyMO) t>OW* ®B3®a» SEOtE^a:)* B1 SSKIbttitoK 

Of BfjmywSifo ' ■ 

JBhdgyn. ; . 

'* It is not right that the rest of the Rite should be pt^fomxed ; .''.s c. 
matter of fiaet, there, ehtnM be predmion of everytiiing dse.-AVhy ?— Becaub^.' 
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the Ajyahhagaa have been spokea of in the text ‘ ApawnmUamJydbhSgau — 

* It has been already pointed out that this text is for the pmpose of lajing 
down the additional detail in ttie shape of apmmca \ — That is not po^ible, 
we repl 3 ^ The presence of the apsumat is already indicated by the indicative 
text and by the order of sequence, in co3Qnection with the following passage — 

‘ ApsvagnS sadM^tava, apm wg agmobravU ^ ; through the presence of th^ 
two manias, the J[jycd>haga9 are already equipped with ‘ apm ’ ; and as this 
text ^eaks of no accessory details, it should be taken as preclusive of all 
other accessory details. — ^As regards the text, ‘He offers the PraySjas 
Without Kusha-graas, he offers the Anvyajaa without Kuaka-graaa *, — ^this 
would be taken as laying down the Prayajaa and Anuyajaa previously pre- 
cluded by the other text. Hence there should he preclusion of the othef 
accessory details.” 

SCTRA (49). 

[Beftdation of Purvapah§a {B) by Purvapah^iin {j4)] — Bttt iBrAsaejOH 

AS THE PBOHIBinolSr IS OE ONLY A PAET OP THE PbAYIJAS, IP 
OAKNOT BE A SEPPHtiMENPABY SENTENCE ; HENCE II 
SHOtrLD BE PAEEN AS A I>BSOB3PnON OP THE 
EXlSPOrO STATE OP THINGS,” 

Bha^a. 

The term ‘ fw ’ (‘ but ’) impHes the rejection of the view set forth above. 

” It is not right that there ^ould be preclusion ; as it has been already 
explained that preclusion is always beset with three incongruities. — ^Furiher, 
the words ‘ He offers the Prayajas without Kiuiha * cannot be treated as a 
‘ supplementary sentence If the sentence is taken as containing the 
injunction of the offerimy of Prayajas (‘ Ptaydjdn yajati ’), then it should be 
. possible to perform the Prayajaa roHh Kuaha also j and in that case the term 
* apavarhiyib % ‘ without Kusha would be inconsisteat. On the other 
hand, if the sentence is taken as containing only the prohibition of Kttaha, 
then there would be no injtmction of the performance of the Prayajas ; — 
and in that ease, the said prohibitaon would be meaninglea?. — If, then, the 
sentence were taken as predicating both (the injunction of the ^ ''formance 
of PraydjoB, as also the prohibition of Ktiaha ), — this would involve syntaoticai 
split. Her can the sentence be taken as merely supplementary ; as it is a 
pingle sentence. — ^From all this it follows that there cannot be preclunon of 
the rest of the Bite.” 

S0TRA (50). 

[SIDDHLSNTA] — ^ThE mention op the ‘ JjrYABHiGAS ’ SHOIXLD BE TAKEN 

AS THE HESOBiraON OP AN EXISTING STATE OP THINGS,— AS IN 
THE CASE OP THE ‘ GSHAMlDHIYA ^ 

Bhdyya. 

In fact, the Avdbhftha in question is a distinct act ; it should be treated 
in the same im^er as the Gfhamedhiyn above (under Su. 10. 7. 24 et. aeq.) ; 
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Abhikabaha (16) : At the ‘ Vdjapeya ’ ard other 
the Post slmuM always he of ‘ Kluidim '^ wood. 

SUTRA (51), 

'WbMM fBOM AMONa SETIBAL M-UTUAIXY IKCOMPATIBLB TI5ISGS, ONE IS 
SPICIALLT MESm'ONEB, THEBE SHOULD BE BESTRICTIOS ; AS 
. THUS AMJNE DOES THE MENTION SEBYE A TJSEFUI. BUEPOSE ; 
SPSOIAX.LY BEOACSE' THE PABTICULAB THINO HAS 
BEEN SPSOmED BY ..THE VeDIO TENTS JUST 
AS US THE CASE OE ‘ ReEDS 


Bhmyn. 


'Th.er© is the VajapSya sacrifi.ce, laid dowa iri. the text — ‘-S'AtfWMil t^ja- 
j3%§rw mSrdjyahamo yajita ’ [‘ Beatrifig aelf-Bovereignty, onp shtmld perfunn 
the sacriiloe during the autiimn ’] ; — ia fonnection Taith felu« 

:8a«iie©» w© .read — * The Post sIjsII be .of Khadira wood 

|A) I» regard to tM®, tluTO arisw the questioo — (lan the I*ost at the 
Fd^a^pi be mad© of aay of the three kinds of wc>od, A'/wdtm, Paidsha; and 
HoJWtete (which are ’the three laid down as optional alternatives in connoetion 
with th© J$oti§ioma^ wliich is tho archetypo of the Vajapiyu) t — Or must 
it b® of JCfe 2 dim-wood only ! 

Smilorly, In aaoth®- comiectioa, we Brhat is the Saman 

i — wd in r^ard to this, there arisen the quest-ion' — ^May the 8Sman 
vmS. h& wthw Brha$ or MaAantora ? Or must it bt^ Brfmt only '? 

(0) SInalarly, in connection with the Tru-idhMminfS, wo read — ‘The 
mMdlo on© is mad© of barley ’ ; and ia regard to this, there arises the quotion 
th© mlddl© on© b© mad© either of Bm-hy or FrOli'i I Or mast it be 
of alone t- 

To all tib^e qnwMiaoM, the miuml mmmr i« as follows from 

mmn§ mmvi mMimMy immnpaiiUe iMngs, any one ia $peoitilly mmMomd^ 
$hmM be remriMim ; that is, (a) The Post- should be of Kfmdm-mmi 
-^b) ih© should be the J5fto only,— s»i (c) the middle on© shewM 

be of Ssr^ Why f *’ — As tikm ofem© dms epmiai meMirn aerm 

a .umf%d jpmpme ; tibat it Is only whan them is siMih Mtricfcion that th© i|>©©lal 
of ^ the ^Jto.aod tiba Bm-hy has isom© senw ; otharwis©. 

It wooM b® m 3a3Mwe ra^atloa of wtot afcwdy faaowa, and as godi, sajwT'. 
'ftwTOA 'In««aiiiA m the Bftm aipd the Smrky h&-m been 

igwoilW % ^ F«d*t tiboF tou«fc ocscfeiii© 1%© otNr iwaaM© altomtirw, 

(&) PjstMkt Bdfetete, #> ' mA (e) Ftfl4-}~-;l^ m m 0 m 

«H» of * Mmi$ * j Ifcit », when- we.terd si^Kalk. mmliott of Mmis in 
tesefc * Tl» geM» of ©xdWwl j m ribqtuM it 

- A ' - ' K:' A'’" , 

^ <■ ; c '' 71 ^ c- A ' 
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' ' , ..ABKYlYA Xs TO/aBHIEAHAHA (16).^ , ■ 

BOTRA'C^). 

o§j6clio» mgainM Ae fMASKum as bo™ 

HAf* BBKS IKDICATED, IT SHOULD KOT BE SO If THIS IS 

iTMMi [th.®i the cMwer as ia the next 

Yott {PurmpalE§in) 'm&y raise the following ofo|ection—’‘ The 
Law indicates the admissibility of both the altramatives , — Khadire and 
Pdlasha, Brhat and Jtatkafdara, the Barley and VnM ; both being thus eqoaHy 
indicated by the Oeneml Law, what is thw:e that can exclude the Paldska 
and other alternative ? The mention, of the Khadku cannot preclude the 
other alternatives ; because preclusion, as already explained, is beset with 
three incongruities. Hence it follows that thwe should be no r^triction, 
there shpuH be option.” 


S^TBA (53). 

[O^ecslMwt againM the PHrmpaJcfin^s argume/at] — IB that bb so, miN, 

THE a&MB SHOULD BE TTOS CASE ■WITH THE ' EkKDB * AIEO. 

BM§^. 

If you argue that — Inasmuch as both the alternatives are mdicated, 
both should be equally admisable,” then, in the case of the ‘ Reeds * also, 
though they are specially mentioned, the Kasha should not be exehided.^ — 
To this argument of the Siddhdrdm, the opponent suppliea an answer in 'die 
following Suku,.. 


StJTKA (64). 

[Purmpa& 9 in '^8 cmmer to the SiddMrdirt' s otgection } — “ Ie the case oe 

THE BEEDS, it WOTJM) BE SO BBOAtTSB WHAT IS INCOWBATIBLE 
OAMfOT BE ADOFTID.’” 


the Ree<fe also and thereby mak^^iSt also open to objeetlon,-™ 

then our answ^ is that there would b# &0 objection to the case of the 
Reeds; as in ttwt «se # wmM he , 

why t~-hecmm what h inoompadm mmM h adoped ; Le. when the Reeds 
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SHABABA-BHi§YA : 

BCTBA (66). 

lObQedwn, to the Pufmxidk§dy—TEM same , shoeijd happen rar me 

OTHEB CASE AXSO. 

Bhasya. 

The same shovM happen, in Oie other case also; — ^i.e. in tlie case of the 
KhaMra and the rest also (which, are nwitnally incompatible) ; when one 
‘(©.^ the KhaMm) has been adopted, the PoMsha avA the rest, which are 
inTOmpatible with the KhaMra^ cannot foe adopted; and hence they woidd 
natEiifa|ly become aicduded [which is jofit what the 8idManta is]. 

StJTRA (66). 

IPnrmpc^m^a answer to the objectionl — In mAT case me Beoiaba- 

.TioN wowuD BE EtrmE ”, — IF THIS IS UEGED [then the answer 
is as given in the next Sulra}. 

Bha§ya. 

“ If you think that the Pcdasha and the rest would become excluded 
on. account of the adoption of what is incompatible with them, — then, in 
that case the injunctive deolaration (in the form of the General Law that the 
Ectype is to be performed in the same manner as the Archetype) would be 
futile; because the General Law makes the Pcddsha and the rost also 
admisadde ; in fact, it applies equally to the Khaddra, etc. and to the Paldsha 
and the rest. Ihis h£^ been made clear under Sutras 10. 7- 30-31. — It cannob 
be. argtted that — ‘ The declaration of the entire procedure becomes connected 
with, the Khadira, etc. and thereby restricts the use to these ; being declared 
by the declaration of procedure, the Khadira betakes itself, in due course, 
to the Animal-sacrifice — ^it will not be ri^t to argue thus, because, as a matter 
of fact, the declaration of the entire sacrifidal procedura would affect the 
saciiOoes qualified by some kind of wood ; and in this connection, the 
PcdSeha and the rest aH become admissible under the General Law, and 
hence cannot be excluded by the Khadira^ etc. — ^Erom all this it follows that 
there shcnikl b© opSson.” 

StTRA (67). 

of ^ AS THE ADOFEION OF THE 

THUra JDS FOB A DEFINITE FDBJKBE, BOTH CANNOT BE ACOBBTEB 
AS AI>OPTAKLB. 

= . , ^ ‘ ' 

When the dedamtlon of prooedtore becomes connected with the directly- 
^joined Khcd^, it does r^attcict the tjse to that wood ; and the dedara- 
fcion having its needs supplied hy that connection, there could be no room 
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for the coining in, of the Palasha ; hence what is included in the declamtion 
of procedure is the sacrifice as qualified by the KJiaddo'a, not as qualified by 
the Palasha I and consequently it is the Khadira alone that can come in, 
not the Palasha. 

Similarly with the Br^ai and the B»?%. [Restriction to (a) 
Khadira, {b) Brhat, and (c) Barley is the Siddhajnia view; hence ^rathan- 
iare ’ is a wrong reading for ‘hrhati \] ’ 

From al this it follows that the use is to be restricted to the (a) Khadira, 
(hi the Bfhat, and (c) the Barley, —and these cannot be treated as optional 
alternatives with (a) Palasha, (6) Bathantara, and (c) Vrihi. 


' ' ■ . i .i 1 
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ADHlK 4 itAisrA (17); At the ^Prospective^ sacrifices, §b& 
Substance and the Deity of the original Archetype 
become eaxilnded, 

StTTEA (58). 

IKASMXJOH as All. AOOBSSOBT BBTAILS AKB WDEANT TO SEEV® A OEUNITE 
PimEOSB, AHY 0KB OF THEM OAK BE ADMITTED OKLY TOEEK 
A- OOEBESFOKDIfra ACOBSSOBY IS KOT AT.UEABY CTHHE. 

Bha§ya. 

There, are certain ‘ proepective sacrifices ’ laid down in such, teocts as— 

‘ Desiring effulgence, one should offer a cake baked on edj^t pans, dedicated 
to Agrd — * Desiring Brahmio ^ory, on© should offer a cake of Shyamaka 
com, baked on eleven pans, dedicated to Agni-Soma % — ‘ Desiring offspring, 
one should offer a cake b^ed on eleven pans, dedicated to Jndra *. 

In regard to all such sacrifices; there arises the qu^tion — ^Are the 
(archetypal) Substance and Deity that would- come into these sacrifices by 
virtue of the General Law, to be exdhided ? Or not excluded t 

The Siddhd/rOa on this question is as follows: — As a matter of feet, 
whenever such sacrifioes are enjoined, they are enjoined along with their 
own Sul^tanoe and Deity ; whale the General Law comes in at a much later 
stage ; ‘so that the Sulwtance and the Deity that become admitted to the 
sacrifices along with their own injxmctions, are such as are not included under 
the General Law at Att. Consequently, the need for a Substance and a Deity 
being already thus satisfied, the sacrifice does not require any other such 
accessories ; and hence the General Law, under the drcumstances, would indi- 
cate the admissibility of accessories other th^ the said Suhstanoe and the 
Deity. So that what has been declared nhder Sfitra 10, 7. 30, — that that 
alone is adopted which has not already come in — stands vindicated. 

StTRA (59). 

[Furm^k^ argtm&nt agavnM^ 8iddh&nia\ — ^“It’ would be ak addi- 
■ TioKAL (aogessoby) ”, — ^IF THIS IS UBGED (thoD the aau^et 
is as m the neEt S^ra). 

Bhasya. 

“ D your view is that the Substance and the Deity having been laM. 
down by tbe direct injunction, the Gmeral Law would indicate the adnns- 
sibib'ty of accessories other th^n those, — ^then, that is not so ; as a matter 
of fact, it wvtBd be cm additional tuxeaeory. It has been explained under 
/Sfitfra 10. 7. 31. thiat the General Iaw applies equally to all acceesoriMi, — it 
npt stand in need of anything,—ell that H r«quir«ur is the method due 



to tl3B iMng ; from tMs it follows tliat in tiae in question, the General 
Law indicates the admissibility of the (archetypal) Substance and Deity 
also I and when it is so indicated, then, on the basis of such declaration, the 
accessory thus indicated diould be in addition to that enjoined by tiie 
injunction ; one mt of Snbstanee and Deity being directly enjoined by a 
text, and the other being indicated by the General Law.” 


SCTRA ( 60 ), 


[Amwer] — Not so ; as theke is uo heed eok it. 


It is not right tihat the additional accessory should be brought in. — 
“ Why ? "—Because Oiere is no need for it ; Le. there is no useful ptnpose 
that could be served by the additional accessory. — It is true that the 
Substance and Deity indicated by the Geaeral Law are not precluded by the 
direct injunction (of another Substance and Dmty) ; but such accessories are 
wanted, not for their own sake, hut for the sake of something else, — Le. for the 
due fulfilment of the act of mcrifice ; — now this act of sacrifice is found to- 
be declared as to be aocomplMied by means of one Substance and one Deity, 
— in the text ‘ Desiring effulgence, one should offer the cake htdted on eight 
pans, dedicated to Agni \ and so forth. Under .the circumstances, if it 
were assumed that it stands in need of the help (of another Sul^tanee and 
Deity), this would be contrary to the said injunction. Whm too the sacrifice 
has been accomplished by means of the Substance and Deity directly enjoined, 
there can be no use for any other Substance and Deity that could be 
indicated by the General Law ; so that, even though declared in this manner, 
they cannot be used, as the purpose will have been already served. 


^ i t ' -t ’‘‘1 i'- r 't : i % i: * ■ 
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Adhikabai^a (18) : At the animal-sacrifice to 8oma-Pman, 
the Post shall he of Khadira wood only. 

StTRA (61). 

{SlDDHiNTA] — ^W hBRE ONE AOOBSSOKY IB ENJOINED IN THE MODHTED 

EOSM, THE AEOHETyNiLli ACCESSORY CANNOT COME IN ; IE IT 
COULD COME IN, THEN THEBE WOULD BE AN 
UNREASONABLE OPTION. 

BM§ya. 

In. oonneotion with a certain sacrifice, we read — ^ The Post is to be of 
C/dww&ora wood 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Is the wood used at 
the Archetype for the making of the Post excluded from this saerifioo ? Ot 
is it included t 

The view that presents iteeM (as the Siddhanta) is as follows : — When 
one accessory (Post) — * one accessory i.e. the accessory that is meant for 
the same purpose as the Khadira and other kinds of wood , — is enjoined 
in the modified form , — ^that it should be of Udwribara wood, — ^then the 
archetypal accessory — ^i.e. the Khadira and other woods — cannot come im ; 
just as, in the preceding AdhideararM, there was exclusion of the Archetypal 
Substance and Deity, sinailarly in the present case ako, there should be 
■exclusion of the wood used for the Post at the archetype. 

In case the archetypal accessory did come in, this would mean an 
option between two alternatives separately laid down, — one enjoined by the 
Direct Injunction and the other indicated by the General Law ; — and this 
would not be right. For this reason also the archetypal accessory cannot 
■come in. 


StTBA (62). 

XPurva/pah^ oi^ect/ion against Siddhania} — "All that is laid down 
(should be adopted)”, — THIS IS URGED [then the 
answer is as in the next Sutra}. 

BhS$ya. 

" If you think that option would be open to objection, then let there bo 
■ooinbinaUon (of both the woods) ; — the animal may be tied to both the Posts 
(one of Udtmdxvra and the other of KJkuBra ) ; — such a course would be in 
due accordance with the Qeneral l^aw 



SUTEA (63). 

{SmUntiTes anawer]— T hat cahnot be ; as it is hot laid dowh ih 

CONNECTION WITH TEtE AjEtCHETSBE, 

Bhd^a. 

It cannot be as suggested. As a matter of fact, what the Direct Injunc- 
tion lays doAvn is tying to the Post made of Udm,^ra wood only ; aimilarly 
in connection with the Archetype what is laid down is tying to the Post 
made of Kh^ra wood on%,— the text being ‘ badhnati ’ {‘ Ties to 

the Post made of KMMra In support of the view that the tying is to 
be done to the Pc«t made of hoth kinds of wood, there is neither any Direct 
Injunction, nor the text relating to the Archetype. So that there is no 
authority for the comMnation of both. Hence we conclude that the wood of 
which the Post is made at the Archetype becomes excluded from the 
sacrifice in question. 
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'AimmAMA^A ( 19 ) : F&rmms desirmg SfcAmic Glmy slumM 

offer Vrihi-com ordf. 

SOTRA. (64). 

FOBFAPAKSA] — ^“AT the BCTFPAI. SAOBIFICIB!, THEitll SHA.1LL BE TO 
B3Sm®ICOTdB, BBOAirSE THE MEBPiraOH ffi BOB THE PtJBPOSE Ot 
LASiarQ I>OWir the QTfALOTJOATHJN ,— as IN THE CASE OB THS 
‘ P|t§AI>SJYA ; SPmMXY BBOAHBB BOTH HATE BEIOff 
TATn OOWE ; IT IS OTOY W HMN ,(THB Y'S3BI IS OBBO) 

THAT THE DMSrABATION OB THE QFAUBIOA- 
TEON CAN BE AETMO^ABIE.” 

Bha^ya. 

•Kifiare are these testa — ‘ Samn&rmt^xtm ghrte chanmnirmpet ahuM&- 
■nSm vrOMtSm hiv^mmoam^ha^ihcmK^ ; — JSattm&mudram chamnmr vap it 
Jer^^i&nam vnJh^ukn cftortmwmMpg# kf^mnSm 

vnh&i^m-r-aaij^^ shnMSmam vrihinam % [* Deairmg j&^hinic 

^osry, cme should offer white FriiW cooked in daxiJSed Butter, to 
Soma-Budmi — Desiring to injure otheas, one should offer cooked black 
Vfihi, to 8oma-Budm ; — One should offer cooked black Vrihi, to Nifjti ; — One 
shoidd offer cooked white Fri^, to SUrya 

In regard to this, there arises the question — May all this offering be 
made o£ Vnhi or Yam 1 Or ntost it be of Friiiw only t 

The PQrmpa^^ga is as follows : — “ ALt the Ectypal scKrificet — if any one 
<d several mutoalLy inooxopatiblB things is specially mentinoed, — 

he «o re^riaion ; — Le. the odffedng may be made of VrihA or Tam, — 
Why so ? — Became the wusn^on «/or the purpose of laying down the qualifica- 
tion ; la vdma the Vrihi is specially mmtioned, it is for the pxurpose of laying 
down its qaaiifica4ic«i &2acjb, etc.}, and not for the purpose of con- 

necting it with the particular mcrifice ; so that what is nieant is that the 
Friy that is offered should be vAite (or black) ; as for the offering, ihat may 
be made of boih. — Just as in the text * One should perform the Anuyd^as 
with (Mixed Oiarified Batter}*, the * Clarified Butter’ has been taken 

to be mentioned for the purpose of laying down its * mixed character *; so in the 
present it^ttancealso, the Vr&i has been mentioned far tibe purpose of laying 
down its *n^%£e’charaet8r, — notfor thapurpcneof ommeotingit with the Oj^er- 
ing, and precluding all other ihings (Yam and the rest}.-^imilaiiy, such 
dedaxatknis as — Bvm though the mcriffeer belong to the clan of Four-Slices, 
yet the omeodnm shouM be prepared in j/lae dices are justifiable only if 
they do not axdudb any axchotypal accessory; so that it is only when the 
‘Bbnr Shoes* am not exGiladed''by the ‘Bim Shoes’, that the qualifying 
phrasn. * though the imonfioe happen to belong to the rfa-n of Fottr- 
^Sliices’, ccanee to have sopte sense. Thu also saves the o! the. 
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qua-Iifieafciott from being useless (as it woeldl othfflfwi» l»|.—l!hat thk is 
ijbe correct view is shown also by the fact that both hmm bmn Md dmmt ie. 
the Vnhi and the Yam are both equally indicated by Mm Genaal Jm,w to 
be admi^ble ; and as such they should be treated as optional alternatives.— 
II is only in. the event of Vmi being wed Aat ^e dmdmrnim of 
the qwdijkatmn becomes applmOth; in. the event of Fj*i not iise4 
the said declaration would naturally cease, to apply.— From all this it follows 
that there should be option.” 


SCTRA (65). 

^SIDBKSJSTTA] — ^TheBB should be BiESPEEffiCTIOH, AS BCMRff SSB¥l! XSM 

SAME BUBBOSK; SBBOCALLY BHOAHSE THB SBTOCRCA*ra01T 3B 
DOHB BY DiEISOB HbOLABATIOH- 

BHa^, 

Frifti and Yarn both serve the same pmnpoeej hmo© whm the Frilii 
has been specifically mentioned, there is ho room for the coming in of Yam. 
— “ But it has been pointed out that the Frifc* has been mentioned for the 
purpose of laying down the qthdification That cannot bo right j if tbe 
Frifet had been really mentioned few the purpose ol laying down the qualifica- 
tion, thm there would foe no resiacicstioa j but as a matter of fact, it has not 
been mnntioned for the purp<Be of laying down the qualification ; as is dear 
from the presence of the C^maitivh Bnding in the word ‘ \ — an emdmg 

which denotes connection with the modified sacrifice (Ectype), — the d*«n i n tfli-inir>. 
of the basic noun being entirely different; so that what the Direct Bedara- 
fcion by kie Genitive expresses is the quaUfioation of the modified satwififse ; 
on the other hand, the fact of the quaMoation belonging to a samasficial 
accessewy is expressed by Synktctieal Connection ; — ^Direct Declaration is 
always more aufehoritaitive than Syntactical Oonneotkn ; — heuoe by Direct 
Declamtion the Fnfti becoming connected with the oJWny, must exclude toe 
Yam,, which would serve exactly tibe same purpose- 

smm (66). 

AiBO BEOAUSK OB ISCKJMBABIBIIJTY, AS IH THE 
OKDINABY WOBLD. 

BM^ya. 

Than 'Sigain, tom two (Vfihd mid Fate) me 
“ How t — Wheu several things are spoken m aceomplishiiag the «an@ 
pdrpoBe, they are always regarded as mutually incompatible ; swid tlfings tbit 
am mutually incompatible cannot functioa jointly } — m m ihs o.'dmany 
awrfd } for instaaoe, when it is €»id ‘ otte shanW not eat fish with milk \ 
the meaning is that, even toiough the be pQasewied>of (axceUent) 
qualities, yet it is not eseten wittt milk (whioh bexuwnea mceUided) in the 
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same maraier, evea when the FriAi is endowed with qualities, it must 
©sclude the Faua. 

SOTEA (67). 

AliSO BEOAirSE ms QTJAIiIFIOA’IION bbloegs to the 
SAOEIFIOB. 

Ehasya, 

Objection — “ If the Vnhi is connected with the modified siuHJice, how 
can it be connected with the qtialification ? ” 

Answer — ^The Vtihi has no connection with the qualification, either 
through IHrect Declaration or through Syntactioal Connection ; nor is the 
quaJifieation connected with the Vrihi ; as a matter of fact, the gnalification 
belongs to the saenfice ; it is the sacrifice that is spoken of as qtiaMed by 
‘ whiteness * and by ‘ blackn^ ’ ; so that when the whole becomes construed 
together as one aentenee, the stibstance (FrtM) and the qualification (whitens® 
or blackness) become connected with the ^me pixrpose at the particular 
sacrifice; and this also sots aside the objection based upon the diversity 
of purpose. 

SOTRA (68). 

FbOM AMOHa A NTJMBHB -Off MUTHAIJiY HffOOMPATIBLE THINGS, WHERE 

ONE HAS BEEN aPBCaALBY MENTIONED, — ^Iff THERE WERE OPTION, 

IT WOUHD BE ONE NOT SANOTIONBD BY THE SOBIPTURE8. 

Bha?ya. 

From among a number of mutually inconvpatibh things, where one is 
specially mentioned by Direct Declaration, while another is only irudicated 
by the General Law, — ^this latter, in the pi«sence of the Direct Declaration, 
cannot have any scriptural authority ; so that if there were an option, it 
would be most unreasonable. — Bjence there must be restriction. 

80TRA (69). 

As REGARDS THE ‘ Pe^ADUYA COMBINATION IB POSSIBLE ; H3ENCB THE 
MENTION HAS BEEN TAKEN AS LAYING DOWN A 

QHALIfflOATtON. 

Bhd^ya. 

In the ease of ^ PffodSjya, It is only right that there should be com- 
bination ; because in that case, the (Sarifiod Butter {Ajya) is not incom- 
pati pte with anything ; so that the tise of the Butter is not a partial (optional) 
alternative; hence there is a combinataon of the Butter and tiie Ourd. 
Inasmuch as the Gurd is put in for the purpose of bringing about the ‘ miiced ’ 
ipr^) chfi-racter in the Clarified Btxttw, the Ourd also is laot a partial 
(optional) alternative ; hence it has been combined with the Clarified Butter. 


ABSYlYA X, P^BA VII, 


2025 


ADHB5AEANA (19). 

SCTRA (70). 

meM]r-" The declabahoh ' Evee teoech the saomoee eeeohg 

TO THE OLAH or EoTO SUOES. ETC.’ Is HOT COM- 

PATIBLE WITH EeSTBIOTION 


It has been ^ged by the Purmpaksin tixat “if in such oases there were 
restrxotaon then the mention of ‘four slices’ in the text ‘If the saerS 
belong to the clan of Pour Shoes ’ could not be justihed ’’.-This hT^ to 
be refuted. [This is done in the following has got to 

StJTRA (71). 

It would apply to anoiber saoribtce, as the same BEASOEIHO B 
NOT APPLICABLE TO THAT CASE,— ^HE SACRIBIOBS 
BElNa ENTIRELY DIEEEEBNT, 


^ thG ommtan should bo mods of Five Shoos ’.-so that (ih«o sre 

ShoM usrf at one saorifloo. and ‘Five Shoes’ at a totahy 

Hence, even though in cases like the one in question, there is 
Restriction, yet there is no incongruity in the mention of ‘Lu^Suljea ’ 


I'-' ■ 


‘ ‘ J / tAp-p > '' i f‘- k 2 k 


Adhikaeana (20): The injwnotion thit ^ The om&fdum 
sho'tdd he rmde i'nio five slices ’ is applicable to 
the subsidiary offerings also. 

StJTRA (72). 

[PffBVAPAC^A] — “It SHOUI.D BE AS IT IS AOTCAMiY DECtLAEEB ”, — ^Ef 
THIS IS TJEGED [the answer is as in the next 8vJhra\. 

Ehd^ya. 

In connection with the Jyotiftoma, there is the animal sacrificed to 
Agni-Sormj, as laid down in the text — ‘ If or , on being initiated, sacrifice 
the animal dedicated to AgniSoma ’ ; — ^in connection with this animal- 
sacrifice, we read — ‘ Even thon^ tbe Saorificer belong to the clan of Fchm'- 
Slices, the omentxun should be made of five slices ’ ; — [Special clans appear to 
have had distinguishing marks; for instance, the number of hah-tufts on 
the head ; the number of cake-slices at sacrificial rituals also app^rs to be 
such a distinguishing menk]. 

In regard to this, there arises the following question — In connection 
with the fulfilment of the transcendental result following from the subsidiary 
offerings, does the mention of ‘ five slices ’ in connection with the omentum 
exclude the {previously-mentioned) ‘ four slices ’ ? Or not 1 

The Purmpakfa view is as follows ; — If such a question is raised, our 
answer is that there can be no doubt in the matter at all ; — ^why ?— -when 
the mention of ‘ five slices ’ occurs in connection with a certain satarifice, 
it is in connection with the same sacrifice — ^not with any other, — that it 
can exclude the ‘ four shoes Anfi just as it does not exclude the latter 
in connection with any other saorifloe, — so in the same manner, the mention 
of * five fdices * will not exclude it in reference to the transcendental results 
following from the subsidiary offerings also.” 

SOTRA (73). 

[SrDDHXHTA] — ^T hAT OAITfrOT BE J BBOATTSE THE INJUNCTION IS ONE ONLY. 

Bhd$ya 

It cannot be as suggested fThe ingundion is one only — in the form. 
If, on being initiated, one sacrifices, the a-nimal dedicated to Agni-Soma — 
Under the same context, the * five slices ’ have been laid down ; hence on 
the basis of ‘ Context the * five shoes ’ must apperiaia to the transcendental 
restUt following from the subsidiary offeiiags. 
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Says tha Ojpponmt — “ On the basis of SynktcUcca Oonmdim, the five 
alicea shoold. appertain to the omentum only 

Sot so, we reply. The omentum being a material snbstanee, no useful 
purpose would be served by connecting the ‘ five slices ’ with it. 

Sa^ the Opponent — ^“The declaration of procedure relating to the 
ommtum would include the character of having five dices ; so that there 
would no incongruity 

;dn«ioer— Even so, the connection of ‘ five slioes ’ with the transcendental 
r^ult following from the subsidiary ofierings would be duly established. 

“ How ? ’* 

Theare m only one injunction laying down the subadiaiy offerings as 
ateo Idle omentum-offering; — if the ‘five dices’ are connected with that 
injunction, it must be connected with the subsidiary offerings also. 

“ But on aoooxmt of its connection with the ommtum, it is the omen^ttm 
-—and not the sutwdiaiy offmogs — that should h&vofive slices.'^ 

Answer — There is no such declaration as that ‘ it is the omentum only 
that m five-diced ’ ; what the deolamtion meana is that ‘ the ommtum must 
be fim-dMxd only ’ ; and as a mattar of feet, such declarations emphasise 
that in mnneotion wdth which the term ‘ only ‘ is used, as against things 
other than that. So that mere connection with the omentum cannot exclude 
the ‘ five-sHces ’ from factors to which it is as applicable as to the j 

because tibere is no wmrd connoting such exdxKion. 

From all this it follows that in oonneotion with the subsidiary offerings, 
the ‘ four-slices ’ should not be there [as it is excluded by the mentim of the 
‘ five slices ’]. 

Thm again, it is only when the ‘ five-shoes ’ is applicable to subsidiary 
offerings like those in question that another injunction becomes comprehm- 
sible— nuoh as ‘ He shoes each of them twice — ^The ommtum has been mm- 
tioxmd only as indicating ‘ offering-materials ’ in gencaral ; and it is this parti- 
cular material that is so mentioned because it is the first to be used on the 
occasion conoemed. It is not the ommtum that is mjoined here ; if that 
were what is enjoined, there would be syntactical spht. 

The cmclusion thus is that in oonneotion with the sulwidiaxy nffAringa 
also, the ‘ five shoes * alone should be adopted. 


qf Fdda ivH of A^OugStya X. 



ABHYAYA X. 

PIDA Yin. 

Adhikaeana (1) : When there is a frohihition, relating 
either (a) to what has heen indicated hy the General 
Law, or (h) to what has heen laid down without 
reference to any particular sacrifice, — it 
should he treated as an ^ Exception ’ 
{Paryuddsa). 

SDTRA (1). 

[I>tJEVArAK?A]— “ WhBK thebe is a BBOHIBmOH, BELATING TO WHAT 
13 INDIOATED BY THE GEHEEAL LaW, OE TO WHAT HAS BEEN 
LAID DOWN WITHOUT EEEEEENCB TO ANY PAETIOULAE 
SAOBIBTOB, — THEBE SHOULD BE OITIOH ; AS IT IS A 
CASE OF PEOHCBmOH OF WHAT IS ADMISSIBLE.” 



(a) We find Prohibitions relating to a detail indicated as admissible 
by the General Law ; (6) as also those relating to what has been enjoined 
without reference to any particular sacrifice, (a) As an example of pro- 
hibition of what has been indicated by the General Law, we have the text — 
‘ At the MahSpitryaoiiat one does not appoint the Hotr or the Arqlya ’ ; 
— (&) as an example of what has been laid down without reference to any 
partioulaf sacrifioe, we have the text — let the expression be ashranfcuya, 
which has four letters; — Shrmi^af, which has four letters (in the form sfwa- 
u-fa-f), — Ta^'a, which has two letters, — Ye-yajamdhe, which has five letters, — 
the syllable which has two letters ; this is Praja^ati, the seventeenth, 
connected with sacrifices ’ [Here the use of the phrase ye-^agamahe has been 
laid down, without reference to any particular sacrifice]; — and relating to 
this, there is the prohibition — ‘ One does not use the phrase ye-yagamah^ at 
the Amydjas \ 

La regard to all this, there arises the following question — Is this pro- 
hibition — of what is indicated by the General Law, and of what is laid down 
without rhiweuoe to any particular sacrifice-— to be taken as laying down 
.an opium t Or as laying down an exception (* Paryuddsa *) f 

The PUrvapaJ^ is as follows; — “It should be treated as a. case of 
option i because both, the admissibility as well as the proMbilion, are 
authcHcitative ; both admissibility and prohibition are supported by authmiy^. 
Fmr instance, (a) the authority for admissibility consists in the declaration 
(General Law) — ‘ The MahdpiifyagAa shoidd be performed in the manner 
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of ite Ardb&tgrpe ’ {and at the Axohe^ypG, thaco is appointeoaent of the Hotr 
and the Ar^e^a] ; — (6) siinilarly fcr tibe admismbility of the phrase * Yi- 
yasdmahe % the authority consists in the dodasatiofa — ‘ This is 
the seventeenth, connected with sacrifiloes ’ ; — both tiiese declarations ore 
authoritative, iadepeadmtiy of the ProhiluMoas. — (o) The ProhiMtion 
relating to (a) also has ite authority in the declaration — ‘ One does not appoint 
the nor the Ar^Sya, he leaves them to Death * similarly the' 

Prohibition relating to (6) has its authority in the declaration — ‘ One does 
not use the phrase ye-ya^d^ndhie at the Am^^a^aa By virtue of the former 
dedaration (6), the use of the phrase * ^•ya§afimh& * is admi^ble at all 
sacrifices ; and it is prohibited in reference to the Amtyd^'as in the proMbitive 
tosrt ‘ One does not use the phrase y&-^SdfuAA at the Anuyajas \ Thus 
from the declaration that ‘ the phraee y^-yc^3mahS should be used % it 
follows that that perfcirmauce is hruitful at wMdi the phrase ‘ ye-ycy&maM ’ 
is used ; while from the prohibition tiaat ‘ the phrase yeyajaimahe should 
not be used*, it follows that that perfortnanoe is hmithil at which the phrase 
ye^ycySme^ fe not used. And masmuch as both sue authoritative, it 
follows that both the performances are ihuitinl ; '^faieh means that they should 
be treated as opticmal alteinativo8.~-Binularly in the mae of the appomtmmt 
of the Hotf omd the AfsSyx . — Thus we oondude thad^ inasmuch as it is a 
case of prohibition of in^at is adsmsaible, timre should be option.^* 


StJTRA (2). 

[Obfeetion against the PwvapaJk§a\ — Is aHouu) bb t&xatmd as a oasb 

OF (PBOHIBIiaiOjr OF) WHAT 3 B 0 »I.Y FOSSIBHB IH AK OSKDHSrABY 
WAY, — IF TmB IS ITBGHD [thcoi the ajurwOT is as in 
the next 

Bkd$ya. 

if the PfirvapaJciia tlunhs that th&ee should be opiicm,; — tiiat cannot be 
right. As a matter of &ct, U tho%M be d^eated as a mm of proh^ntim of 
what is only possible in an ordinary wc^. In ogumss where we Imve a pro- 
bibitioa relating to what is poadlde cmly in a gi^mral sort of way (not under 
any authority) — e.g. ‘ Poisou should not be tahm *, * The fingier should not 
be pjQs^ented before a searpent % *The foot should not be placed upon thorns * 
and so forth, — what is meant is that tboaie ads are not to be done at all t 
it does not nu^ that there is to be option (that one may or may not take 
pouKm, at«i so forth). On the analc^ of such ca^es, we oondude that, m 
between an Injunction and a Prohibitioa, the Prohibition is more autimritoi' 
tive ; the Prohibition comes in only after the Injunction k there ; and as a 
^mral rule, whenever an af^rtion is made txmtariacy to what is there alrt^ady , 
it seie adde tfak \shbm. Hmme tlm condudon is Qt) lhat ilm phrase yS- 
yafdmoM should neaw be used at the Anu^fas, and (a) that at the Mciha- 
p^yefhdj, the appmatinent of the and the should never be done. 



.“SOSO 


SHABABA^BBCiSir A : 


SDTR4 (3). 

[3%e PurvapahsiTi^s answer to the €^ed.ion \ — " That OAjfNOT be ; because 

THEBE ABE EQUAU BEASOHS, — ^BOTH THE CXSUBSIiS BEING 
SANCrrOSnSD by SCBIPTDBAt. AUTHOBITY.” 

Bkdsya. 

“ It eaimot be as se^geated above. Tbsre are equal reasons in support 
of the admisaihUity and of the pTvhibUion ; because both are sanctiomd by 
scriptural authority, — ^th© admissibility as well as the prohibition. That is 
to say, the adm^ibility of the course is there, even while the Prohibition 
is tliere, — and the Prohibition also is there even while the admissibility Ls 
there. Under similar circumstances, in ordinary experience, when both 
admissibility and probibitioa are there in the usual course, one course is 
found to be beneficial and the other harmful, — so tbat people adopt that 
course which is beneficiaL In scriptural matters, however, no such benefit 
or harm is visible ; hence whatever is fmmd to be declared by texts is accepted 
as 3«ght ; hmee both admissibaity and prohibition are adopted. Oonsequmtiy , 
in every such case should be option.” 

S0TBA (4). 

[SiDBHiNTA} — beauty, IT 5HOUU) BE TAKEN AS A SUPPLEMENTABY 

STATEMENT ; BECAUSE OPTION IS MOST IMPBOPEE ; IT SHOULD 
THEBEFOBB BE TAKEN AS A PABT OP THE 
iNJXrNCTIONS. 

Ehd§ya. 

The term * api in reality ’) inqtliee the rejection of the view mt 

forth above. 

As a naatter of fact, the probibitioa should b© taJcen t supplementary, — 
(a) to other mdieations of the G'oaeral Uaw, and (6) to the injunction without 
reference to any particular EKusnfioe. — (6) The prohibitive sentence is not 
to be constraed as that ‘The phrase Ys-yajamahe should not be tased at 
the the construction is simply as ‘not the phrase Te-yajdnwhe' ; 

the negative * na^ bdng construed wil^ the t«rxa ‘ amtydja not with the 
verb * KanM* {‘use’). — ^“What if that is so ? ” — The expre^on ‘no 
anuyd^tftt * (* not at the Anttyajas *) remains inoompiete as a sentence anfi 
thus remaining dafii^at, it becomes connected with a part of the pc-^seding 
^aiteou^, the full ioatenoe thus beiiig — * What has be^ said ri^arding tite 
using of the phanue Ye^yeyamaihe U «^y to the case of the 

wMch fa the Esune thing as saying tbat ‘the pinAsae ‘ Ye-yajamsAie fa to be 
used at all aaerifieea, «a!c«^ at As AmtyS^* i~hmse the whole is an in- 
jnnotiaaBi AnmySyem excepted, and there fa no prohibiticn at all ; so 

that there fa m> xoceax for option. — (a) ^ntdlarly, in connec^tec wiih the 
Mcdtdp&rya^^ also, it fa gathered, from the General L®w iJt,girdiog tho 
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Eetype being performed in the manner of ihe ArchetyfK> t!mt the appoint- 
mmt of .the Sotr and the Irs^ should be made ; but when it is followed 
by the woids that ‘on© does not appoint the Hoir arul the Armt(a\ tl)o 
idea obtained is that ‘the Mahdpitfyafha should be p«^rfonned like the 
-Archetype, .es^ting the mpp&intmma of the BMf and the Ar^ei/a ’ ; the nega- 
tive ‘ na ’ being construed with ‘ appointing ’ (expresseti by the verbal root 
in the word ‘ Fmiie *), what is expressed by the eonjugational ending ia 
a m«© reiteration; the sense being — ‘What has iv'en said regarding the 
sacsrifi<» being performed m the manner of the Archetype is with the exception 
of the mid appointment 

Qmstion — “ Why should ti® n^ative raa be construed (b) with the 
‘ aimydjm ’ and {a) with what is expressed by tl>e rot>i in * rrnUe ‘ (i.e. the 
‘ appointing | ” 

Answer — Because option is most tinproper ; it is not right to adopt 
arr option. — “ tVhy ? ” — ^In the ea^ in question, when it is said tliat ‘ one 
uses the phrase Ye-yaJamahS at sacrifices ’,—-^if it be understfKKl to nwmi 
that ‘ a sacrifice rsinaot be jiierformed without using the phrases Ye-yajatnohe \ 
then the prohibitive stmtence [‘«me should not use the phrase Ye-yajutmdie 
at the Anuyajas'l wouM have no sfsase; or if tlie prohibition would be 
admitted, llien the injunction would have no soiwej ; — hence it follows tl»tt 
recourse to option is most improper. 

“It is ju-st because one w the oth^ injunction would have no sense 
that option has to foe aasepted.” 

Anatcer— In a case whar© one or tl«j other injunction would otterwise 
become meaningless, there may be some raison fcsr having reeonra© to 
option ; but only when no sense can be got out of it in any way. In 
case in question, however, tlie injunction (negative) serves the purpose of 
mahing an reception of connection with the anuydjaa. Hence there is no 
reason for admitting an cqption. 

Sitys the Opponent — “ If the negative ‘ im* * is mtistroed with tliaa word 
‘ mmydjifu *, then thiro ahouM be a compotmd ; beoowse in sucsb msw the 
ccnnpoandii!^ of the nt^tive term with a noun is txonpulsosy,— *8 deckwd 
by the revwed WMMsaima, ^dt|pd^<hia, in the words ‘ YdwDkn^mnka- 
kkiptAAa smMSmmtMhai^ 

Compotinding in such i» opt conQqpnfeory , — * it is only optscwml 
»»y» the mvm&d Fi^ini undor S&tm SL L Ilf and it is word fil 
that la awtlmritativei. by reMwm oi its aaymg what is troo md «®fc tl» 

Ort>fd of which is not tiw and jmb rights a« m» who -..i; 

untarae thin^ may speak of thing# withont aotwally thwo 

fti this it toUows that the msatmtm bat qui^lhwi ,he tnken 

m hymg dqwn 


ADHiKABAfA (2) : TM negation c&rdmnM in smk ' texts. m 
‘ Ma tan pmhmi karoti ’ is to be taken m a ‘ deelaror- 
tion’ {Arthavdda). 

SOTRA (6). 

When h? m something new, rr must be a oom- 

MBNDATOBr DECOLAMATrON. 

Bha^. 

Timee aac© tlie JDmskor-Pw'namSm sacrifice, at whioii thare a*© two 
A^yabhSga o&erm^; in connection, with thero latter it is declared — 
tcm pashau hcmM, na som^ ’ [‘ One does not do tltese at the PoaftM-sacrifice, 
nor at the iSoma-M^aifice 

In r^^ard to this, there arises the question — Does this smtmoe lay down 
bxl (xeo&piion t Or a prc^dbiMon t Or is it only a declaraiacm ? 

The Pikvapais^a is as folows “ The present teoct cannot be taken as 
laymg down an in the sanayeinanner as in the preceding Adhikarcma; 

— why ? — because the statemmt is found in coxmeetion with the Dardka- 
PiMnfpmaaok saori&c^ j where than is there any possibility of its applying 
to the case of the 8tma-manBce ? In fact, if the jS(wio-sacrifioe were 
excepted, there wouH be no such, connection (of the Ajyabhdgas) with the 
JOeuriAia-P&ri^eai^LBa saorilEHsee as ‘ with the exception of the Soma \ Hence 
the only way in whkdi the statement can he taken is as a prohibition of the 
Ajf/oibhSgas in reference to the Stma-aaesnSoe, wher^ tibey would be admis- 
sible undar tibe Cknerai Law. — It might be argued that the jSom0-saori£be 
is Bomething quite new (and it is not the Ectype of any Archetype):; hence 
the Aj^ciiMgct-oEEsADg^ could not be admisi^le at it by virtue of the General 
Law. — The answer to this is that tihe tarm ‘ Soma ’ would be merely indica- 
tive of aH thoae sacrifices, such as the DSktaeraiya and the x^, that are related 
to JS^oma,— #te seoae ot the prohibition being that ■ the Ajyaibhaga oSerings 
'Should net be made at ax^ of these sacrifices 

In answi^ to ihis, we have the foljk>wing Std/dhanOa ; — When 4t is same^im^ 
new, UmtsM he a eemmmdatorg dedamation ; inasmuch as the '£^oma-saorifiee is 
entire^ new (and not an £<^ype any Archetypal sacrifice), the Ajyaibhe^ 
ofledu^ <»nimt<XB3wintoitby vhttwof the GeGoeralLaw; hence thesmtmee 
in qncelaoa cannot be tedEan as a proMbi&n. — It might be argued that — 
” the teixa * Somx * could !:» indicative, of the and other sacri- 

Soes (oesmeeted with iSbms) — This is opm to ♦•hia same objection that it 
involves such an m^ksoHon , — Then a^dc 4 even, if such an indicaMon were 
accept^ tho sentaoee wqtild emtsin the proMbltioa of what is otherwise 
ad mi EB i b le; that it woald.be a case of option; and it has been alre^y 
iha&reeoaxsie to qpiich ia not xsg^ Haoce recourse could be had 
<^piion caoly if no o^dwr way wera it it however j^Kxwible 
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Adhikabana (3): Negations contained in such texts m 
‘ Ndtirdtre so^shinam grhndti ’ are to he taken 
as setting forth option. 

SUTRA (6). 

Negation following after injunction would be Prohibition 
(Prati^Edha). 

Bhdsya. 

Question — “ In AdhiJcararui (I), the negative term ‘ wa’ has been shown 
to denote exception {Paryuddaa), — in Adhikaratja (2), it has been shown to 
denote commendatory declarmtion {Arthavada) ; — what is the distingxiishing 
feature of Prohibition {Prati§edha, which forms the third connotation of the 
negative term) ? ” 

In answer to this the distinguishing feature of Prohibition is set forth 
in the Sidra — Negation foUotving after injunction would be Prohibition ; e.g. 
the negation contained in the text — ‘ Ndtirdtre sodashinam grhndii ’ One 
does not take up the ^odashin at the Atirdtr'i ’] [which follows after the 
injunction '' Atirdtrl sodashinam grhndti', ‘one takes up the ^odashin at the 
Atirdlra '], — cannot be taken as laying down ah exception ; it could be so 
taken only if the construction were ‘ One takes up the Sodashin at the 
Atirdtra, except at the Atirdtra', — ^and such a construction would be im- 
possible ! — Nor can the sentence be taken as commendatory of anything. 
Hence the only construction possible is ‘ One does not take up ’ [a pure 
Prohibition ; and this means that in view of the Injunction and the Prohibi- 
tion both being there, the taking up of the j^odashin should, in actual practice,, 
be treated as ojHional}. 

Objection — “ It is not possible for the Injunction and the Prohibition of 
the same act to be accepted, as the two are mutually ineomx>atible 

Anstmr — On the strength of the Direct Declaration of the Veda, the 
Prohibition would be operative after having set aside the Injunction, and 
the Injunction would be operative after setting' aside the Prohibition ; there 
is no other way out of it ; hence in either case one of the tw'o notions would 
have to be regarded as torong,~^the Injunction being wrong when the 
Ihrolubition is not iorong, and the Prohibition being wrong when the Injunc- 
tion is not wrong. 

“ In that <’ase, it should be either Injunction in aU cases, or Prohibition 
in all cases." 

Answer— ~lt has been already explained tliat one or the other of these 
two notions ivas to be regarded as wrong, on the strength of the Direct 
Declaration and on the ground of their being mutually incompatibie ; but 
what this means is that wlien, ih any particular case, the entire procedure 
comes to be declared, it adopta only One of the two alternative notions, and 
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does not adopt the other ; so that the end in view becomes accomplished l)y 
the adoption of either one of the alternatives [which aro thus optioruil],. 

“ But the absence of the c^her alternative {which is eqtially authorita- 
tive) would make the performance defective to that extent.” 

dmwer— True, there would be this defect; but even in the presence' 
of this defe<;t, the performance is regarded a.s duly accomplished, — on the 
authority of the Direct Declaration. Hence there win be nothing wrong 
in tliis. 

In a case where any other construction of the sentciu'e would Ije possible, 
no optdo»> would bo admissible; — as for instance, itj the <’-ase of the sentence 
“ Ntmuydje^u yeyajdmahnm toroii ’ [‘One does not. use the phrase ye- 
2 /aja?aa?te at the dnMydy««’j [Vide Adhikarar.ia (1), abovei. 




Adhik ARANA (4) *. Bmh negations as ‘ Andhntirvai jartildh ’ 
shouMhe treated declamations. 

StTRA (7). 

Ohly IF NO ox'HEB Injunction WEBE thebe [could option be 
admitted] ; WHEN -THEBE IS SUCH OTHEB INJUNCTION, THE 
STATEMENT SHOULD BE BEGABDED AS DECLAMATOBY 
BECAUSE OF FUTILITY, AND BECAUSE IT IS TO BE 
CONSTBUBD ALONG WITH THE OTHER. 

Bhasya. 

In oomiection vwth Agnihotra, we read — (a) * Jartilaymagvd juhuydt, 
mvidhuJcayavdgvd jvhuydt, — na gramydn pashun hinasti, naranyan' ; — (6) 
^Atho hhalvdhurandhutir mi jartildsheha gavehukdshcha ; — payasa’ gnihotram 
jvhuydJt' {{a) ‘One may offer libations of the gniel of Jartila-grainSf— 
on© may offer libations of the gr-uel of QavMhuha-grains on© may not 
kill tame animals, nor wild ones’; (6) ‘They say that Jartih-graim are 
unfit for offering ; so also are Gav&dhuka-grains ; one shotiM perform the 
Agnihotra with milh ’]. [‘ JartiZa ’ is wild sesa/mum.l 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Is the sentence, ‘ One may 
offer libations of JartUa-gntd, one may offer libations of QavSdhuha-grml\ 
an injimciion,--~and the sentence, ‘ Jartila-grains and Qamdhuha-grams are 
unfit for offering a prohibition [and consequently the two are to be treated 
as optional alternatives] ? — or are both these sentences only declamatory 
statements, — the only Injunction in the case being tliat * one should perform, 
the Agnihotra with milk ’ ? 

The Purvapahfa is as follows : — “ The sentence ‘ one should offer libations 
of Jartila-grueV should be treated as an Injunction', because the injunctive 
word {^juhuydt', ‘should offer, etc.’) is clearly present in it; similarly, it 
is also clear that the sentence ‘ Jartila-grains are unfit for offering ’ is a 
prohibition ; — the sentence ‘ one should perform the Agnihotra with milk ’ 
is an entirely distinct injxmction,— this also is quite clear. So that the upshot 
grf the whole is that^ — (a) ‘ one may offer libations, either of Jartila-grvsl, or 
of OavedhuJca-gruel, — or (6), of Milh, and of neither of the former two — 
This carmot be treated as a case of exception ; because the negative word ‘ na ’ 
is not capable of being connected either with ‘ Jartila-gexieV or with ^ Gave- 
d/iufeo-gruel ’, — ^it being coitqvounded with the term ‘ Shuti ’ (in the word 
‘ andhutih ’) ; — even if the negative term, were assumed to have the- capacity 
of being connected with ‘ JorttZa-gmel ’ mr with ‘ (JaaecZ^wjto-gruel no 
such connection as ‘ ajartilayavdgvd jartilayavdgvd m juhuydt ’ would be 
possible. Further, if this construction were possible, and it were treated as 
a case of exception, the Injunction would be wholly useless, as the whole of 
the ‘ Jartila-gmel ’ would have fallena under the exception. In the event of 
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tlie injiiiietioa beiag tlmt of mMk, there would 'te bo in tlie sxcsjsIiok^ 
as there woiild be nothiag to indicate the possibility of the use of either of 
t,li8 two giimh . — -From all this it follows that tliis should he ireaied as a 
ease of opiionJ'^ 

In answer to the aho^^e, we have the followteg SMdMnin By reason of 
the prohibition of wlsat had been enjoined, there would Imve been option 
if there were no other Injimction. availaMe i — -when, however, there is another 
Injunction in. the sentence, ‘ one should perform the Agmlmm with miik \ 
the other statements,— that r^arding. - the libations ot Cm:idhuka, and 
also tliat regarding the unfitness (of Jartilu^ ete.l f®?" offering, — should 
ho iresited as eoimnendatory deelasnations j — (mj bemuse, of •, that 

is, any prohibition (of offering the JartiJa) would be fjnfcirely futile, 
when the injunction is of offering milki bsjause this very Inlanetion 
implies that the JartMa or the Gavedhuha is not fit for offering. — ■“ But how 
can they be unfit for offering, when they are actually offered at sacrifices- f 
—It follows from the fact, that it' is to be mnsirimi along with ifm oHm' ; — 
i.e. the injunction of offering the JartUa and the GavMhvtka, as also the 
prohibition (of these), is to be construed along with the other injuncticm — that 
‘ one should perform the. Agnikofra .with nsilk* ; so that the whole forms a , 
single sentence ; and the declaration regarding the offering of JariHa-grml or 
Gmfedhtdka~grt4ei becomes connected with the deprecatory statement ' that 
^JartUa and Gamdkt^ are unfit for offering ’ j. and this deprecation is for 
the purpose of eonim8n,ding the injunction of alf'ill;. — Bow so I ’’—The 
sens© of the whole context is follows — ‘ Offerings of JaH'ikt and. Cratjattufes ■ 

are ©xcellant in so far as they do not involve the killing of any tern© or wild 
animals but even thou^ they are so. excellent, they are no-offering (ie. 
mifit as offerings) in comparison with the offering of nulk ; — so. that the 
inilfc-offering is very much more e . ^client — -Further, the statement that 
‘ ono should offer libations of JariHu-grUel ’ is not mcide with a ' view to the 
actual offering of the substence ; in fact, it is mad© only for the purpose of 
stating the prohibition tluit follows. If it were taken as an injunction of the 
doing of 41 certoin act, then cortsvin factors would iiave to be assiaiBod ; wKle 
by being oonnochd w-ith the prohibition, it becomes a depreciatoiy state- 
uiont which lends to the glorification of aoiuething else (Miik) ; the order of 
st^quonco also b{«'onuwi preserved in this case. The present case is to be 
treated iik© tluit of the sentence * VimmbhakmyUavgiimna fezddriiil ’ Poisori 
is to lie ttiken never ’], — ^where the assertion of the ‘ taking of poison 
(contained in the words ‘ visam bhaksayUavyam ’) is made only for the purpose 
of proMbiting it (by the sul^equent phrase *im ijoddefe-if’),— --and not with ■& 
view to its being actually carried into effect. 



Adhikabana (5) : In conTiection with the '' Traiyawbalm^ 
offerings, the statements regarding ‘ Pouring and 
‘ Non-pouring ’ should he regarded as .emn- 
mendatory d&darations, 

SUTRA (8). 

Because they stand on the same footing as the fobegoing 

STATEMENTS. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Chdturmasya sacrihces, there are <»rtain offering 
of cakes baked upon, one pan, named ‘ Traiyambaka ’ by i^jaon of being 
ninde with tlie mantra ‘ TryayambaJcam yajamahe, etc. ’ ; — in reference to 
these offerings, there are the following declarations — (A) ‘ Abhigharyah ndbhi- 
ghdrydh iti mimdimante — yadabhighdrayet riidrdydsye pashunabhidaiBiydi ; 
yanndbhighdruyet na rudrdyasye pmhunabhidadhy^ ; aiho khcdvahurahhi- 
ghdryd eva, na hi haviranabhighrtatnasti ’ [‘ Are the libations to be poured or 
not to be poured ? — thus do they ponder ; if one pours a libation, he puts the 
animals into the vei^'^ mouth of Ihidra ; if he does not i>our it, he does not 
put the animals into Rudra’s mouth ; and they say that the libatioi^ should 
be poured ; as an offering is not an offering imtil it lias been poured ’] ; — 
(B) ‘ Hotavyamagnihotranna hotavyamiti mltnamsarUe brahmamdinah ; yadi 
juhuydtyatJidpurvamdhutirjiJiuydt ; yannajuhuydtagnihpardpaiU ; tusnlmeva 
hotavyam ; yathdpiirmmdhutlrjuhoti, ndgnih jmrapatali ’ [‘ Expounders of the 
Veda ponder over the question as to whether Ayni/totra-offerings should be 
made or not made ; if one makes the offerings, he should make them as 
before ; if he does not make the offerings, the Eire comes d<nvn upon hun ; 
one should make the offering in silence; the offerings should be made as 
before, and the Fire does not come down upon him 

•In regard to this, there arises the question — (A) Are the Trayamhaka- 
libations to be pom*e<i or not to bo poured ? (B) Is the AgnUmtra-offering 

to be made or not to be made ? — Are these to be treated as Injunction and 
Prohibition ? Or are th®ie stated only for purposes of commendation f — 
I Read ‘ utdrlha ’ for ‘ ndrtha 

The Purvapak^ is as follows— We assert that the texts should be 
taken as injunctions and prohibitions ; because they liave the form of these ; 
as a matter of fact, the texts in question have clearly the form of injunction 
and prohibition ; so timt by Direct Declaration we understand them to 
mean tViat a certiun act is io be done and a certain act is md to he done 
(proliibited) ; and it would be only tlprow^h Syntactical Connection tliat they 
could be understood as commendatory declamations ; — and Direct Declara- 
tion is always more authoritative tlimn Syntactical Connection. — Xor can the 
text be taken as containing an exceptum . — ^Henco we conclude that — what 
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the text (B) contains is (1) an Injunction, (2) a Prohibition, and (3) again an 
Injunction — (I) ‘the Agnihotra should be offered, — (2) the should 

not be offered ; — (3) if it is to be offered, it should be offered in silence ’ • 

and what the text (A) contains is the Injunction and Prohibition that— ‘ the 
Tryambaka-ofterin^ are to be poured— -and the Tryambaka-o&erhxgs are 
not to be poured ; and in the event of their being poured, etc. ; ’ — this has 
been reiterated again in order to guard against the idea that the assertion 
of these being poured is eonmiendatory, — ^this idea originating from, the pre- 
sence of the prohibition of the poMring.”' 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhania : — ^These texts stand 
on the same footing as those dealt with in the foregoing Adhikarana.— 
“ Wliat is this sameness of footing ? It consists in this that at first there 
is the Injunction, then the Prohibition, and then these two are connected 
with something else that follows this is exactly what has been found to 
be the ease in the foregoing Adhikaramii that is, the Injunction tliat is 
found is not for the purpose of anything to be done, and the Prohibition that 
is found is not for the purpose of avoiding anything in fact, the two have 
bt»n set forth only for the purpose of being pondered over and discussed ; 
thus it 1ms been clearly asserted that ‘ The Veda-expounders ponder over the 
two views tlmt the Agnihotra should be offered and that the Agnihotra 
slioidd not be offered * ; — and this ‘ pondering over ’ these views serves the 
purpose of eulogising the other injunction in regard to which there is no such 
doubt or pondering, hiasmuch as the meaning of the words is quite clear 
and it is not necessary to make any assmnptions. While, if the two state- 
ments were taken as Injimction and Proliibition, it would be necessary to 
make certain assumptions. 

The sense of the commendation is as follows— (A) ‘The pouring of 
libations is so excellent that one does not mind the serious draw'back that 
when one pours the libations, he puts the animals into the very mouth of 
i2ndm’;— and (B) ‘When one makes the offerings, he shoiild offer them as 
before,— if he does not make the offerings, Agni comes down upon him •— 
so excellent is the making of offerings in silence that by so doing, both the 
undesiiable contingencies become avoided 


Abhik AH.4'ifA (6) : Im mimetAion m-th the ^ Ailmm \ 
the smtenm beginmng with ‘ npa ’ is 
imdimtme of option. 

StJTRA (9). 

ThB SBNTBSCE BBSIHSriNG WITH ‘ HPA * SHOHU) ALSO BE 
TEEATED LIKE THAT. 



!r!lw© is th,® rit© of A^Umna (Fire-instc^tioH,) j; . in connection mtls 
wMtsii there is the folowing declamtioii — ‘ Ya smimidv^ vamwfntlyam- 
ya emmtmdmn, yajMyajri^m gayc^i, ya evammdwn. vdmadevyam 
gSfj^i * One who knowing this sings the Va^vantlya-saman, — ^wlio, knowing 
this» sings the Ynjnayajmya-smmny — ^who, knowing, this, sings the Varna- 
Mvya-mman ’] ; with reference to this w© read — ‘ XJpaiMd vd etaaya agnayo 
hhavanii yaaydffmyddheye br^mS samani gdyati ’ [* If the Brahman-priest 
sings the Sdmans at tlj© .fhi^-matallatioa of a man, his Fir^ become 
abandoned by him *]. 

In rc^rd to thi^ there arises the question — ^What is tii© moaning of this 
latter smteaoo begmning with *Upa* {*UpavUd vd etasya, etc. ’) I Is it 
ProMbUion t Or Exce^ion t Or G<mmendatifm ? 

The Purmpakm is as follows : — “ It cannot bo an reception, bacanse the 
singiag; of Bmmns by the Brahman-priest is totally unknown (not laid down 
aaaywisfflre). In &el, th® deelsraiicm of what doro not exist is to be taken 
as a oommandatory doclarsiiaa,-r-as in the case of the declaration 'Prajd- 
piM »J®© wm 'tibwB, and he cut ont his own fat 

In &BSW&S to this, we have th® following Siddhantat — ^This refdfence to 
Bwiniwa-prieet cannot ecmunesnlatory of anything ; nor mn any 
liseftil psnpose be served by a commendatory declamation contained in a 
mmimm oHw tl»n the one in wbieh the commanded action bns l^en enjoined. 
H«m» Am mmie,me h^wmmg * Dpa’ tdmM ’be traded that ;~— 
■“ wisst K it that is nMwit by * Aed ’ h^ ? ** — It is th© aantencse ‘ Tak« np 
•fee at AMr&m * ; and whAt is meant is feat joirt ae this sentence 

(fbinwed by fee saot^w * at fee AMrdttm ms does not take np fe® ’) 

has bem tAen fmite St. as ^caning an acst and thm prohibiting it 

(amd. l»n»e indliMifeig Im shenid it be in the presmt ease alsoQ. — 

How f 'As by ^ is totally -onknown, the senteoice 

«Emot l» m » jmMjMm of tiwt rmgktgi hence no si^iifieaHce can 

attafe to fee t«aa * whife wovdd mean feat what is prohibited 

Is in ^sjwI ('wMdh'is al«3*Hsd|, — ^It b© iiaged feat in 

that earo Item * teihiawa * may be'xe||Eurded as a wrjmg roading **. — ^Bnt 

it is not so ; as & of laet, irignifies fee 

and as such rfawfa -fw fee twho 'doe® all fee SSnm-smg ^ ; 
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SO that the proMBition. can apply to that amging i — akd thus there teing 
both injunction and prohibition, there should be option ; as unde r Suirct $1^ 

StJTRA (10). 

“ Ok AOOOTJKT OI’ the PBOHIBITIOK, THBKE SEOIELD be KO PEBEOBMAKbS 
(OE ras SJAiA-siHGiKG) ”, — ^lE THIS IS IJBGEP [then the 
answer- is as given in the next Sutra], 

BM^ya. 

The following argument might be urged — “ Inasmuch as there is depreca- 
tion of Sdma-singing itself, there shotild be no performance of the Sdma- 
singmgi because what is deprecated should not be done.” 

SOTRA (11). 

That oankot be ; as rr is sanotiokbi) by the Vedio wohd. 
Bhd§ya. 

It cannot be as suggested ; as from the deprecation of an act, it follows 
that it should not he done, — so from- the fact of an act being spoken of as 
to he done, it follows that it should he done; — ^there is no other Injunction 
available of anything else as to be done, for whose commendation there could 
be a deprecation. Hence it follows that the Injtmction is for the purpose 
of the act being done, and the Prohibition is for the purpose of the act being 
avoids. [So that this is a clear case of opfwm.] 



Adhikarana (7) : Prohibitions like ‘ The Initiated Person 
shall not make a gift' are to he taken as laying 
down Exceptions', 

StJTRA (12). 

[PffBVAPAK^A (A)]— ‘The pBOHiBiriOH OP (a) giving, (6) oppbking 

LIBATIONS, AND (c) COOKING, BY THE INITIATED PERSON 
MOST BE TAKEN AS THE PROHIBITION OP ALL (d) GIVING, 

(6) OPPBRING LIBATIONS, AND (c) COOKING ; AS 
THERE IS NO DISTINCTION.” 


Bhdsya. 

In eonaeotioix with the Jyoti§toina we read — ‘ The initiated person does 
not make gifts, or offer libations or cook 

In regard to this, there arise the following questions — (a) Is this a 
prohibition of all kinds of giving, offering libations and cooking ? — Or (6) of 
only such of these acts as &re not conneoted with sacrifices ? — Or (o) of even 
those oonneoted with sacrifices, which are indicated by the General Law ? 
— Or (d) does it lay down an exception {Paryvddaa) ? 

The Purvapakfa (A) is as follows — “It is the prohibition of aU kinds 
of giving, offering libations and cooking . — Why ? — ^Because there is no distinc- 
tion ; there is no word in the text expressing any distinction ; hence it should 
be taken as the prohibition of all kinds of the acts mentioned." 


SUTRA (13). 

[PffRVAPAKSA (B)] — “In PACr, WHA.T is laid down should PERTAIN TO 

ONLY SUCH ACTS AS ARB NOT CONNECTED WITH SACRIFICES ; 

BECAUSE IN CONNECTION WITH SACRIFICES THESE HAVE 
BEEN CLEARLY ENJOINED.” 

BM§ya. 

The term ‘m’ (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the view just set 

■.'forth.':'' 

“ In fact, the prohibition cannot be one of all kinds of the acts in 
question ; — ‘ Of which ones then ? ’ — What is laid down should pertain 
to only such acts as are not ooryrteeted ibitk sacrifices ; — * why ? ’ — became in 
connection with sacrifices they hate been clearly enjoined ; there is clear 
injunction of such acts as giving and the rest in connection with sacrifices ; — 
hence the Prohibition in quesMon hsts to be taken as pertaining to such 
acts only as have not been so cleaifly enjoined." 
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StJTRA (14). 

[P0BVAPAX§A (0)] — “ As A MATTER OF FACT, EVEN FROM AMONG THOSE 
CONNECTED WITH SACRIFICES, THOSE ALSO THAT COMB IN ONLY 
BY IMPLICATION (SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE PROHIBI- 
TION), BECAUSE OF NON-DISTINCTION.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ As a matter of fact, evea from among those connected with sacrifices, 
those come in by implication, — ^i.e. by virtue of the General Law— should 
also be taken to be prohibited.; because these are only ‘ implied not 
direcUy enjoined , — -while the Prohibition is directly laid down.” 

StiTRA (16). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, INASMUCCa AS IT IS SUPPLEMENTARY TO A 
SENTENCE, IT SHOULD MEAN THE * EXCEPTION ’ OF SOMETHING 
ELSE.; IF IT WERE A ‘PROHIBITION’, THEBE WOULD 
BE OPTION. 



The partide ‘ tu ’ signifies emphasis. 

The prohibitive text should be treated as supplementary to another 
sentence; that is, the prohibitive text in question should be taken as 
making an exception, in reference to the Jyoti^toma, of all the three acts 
of gwing, offering libationa and cooking that have been mentioned without 
nny distinction ; and as such it would be supplementary to another sentence ; 
that is, the sentence in question—* The Initiated Person does npt .make 
gifts ’-4s supplementary to (to be taken along with) the sentence ‘One 
should make gifts every day ’ ; similarly with the statement regarding the 
offering of Ubatiom and cooking, [The meaning thus is that * one should do 
the acts of giving, etc. every day, eaxept when he is imtiated 

If the sentence were not taken as laying down an exception, — h.tk 1 if it 
were taken as containing a Prohibition, then there would have to be 
and this would be most improper, as already explained above. 

Prom all this it follows that the sentence lays down an exception 
C P^rywJ&aa ’). 


Adhikabaija (8) : The ‘ Yart^m-horm ’ {Roadside-offering) 
excludes the Ahavaniya Fire. 

SOTBA (16). 

What has been laid down as a special bxjle is to be taken as eae 

BEHOVED EEOM WHAT HAS BEEN LAID DOWN AS A GENEBAL 
BULB ; BECAUSE IT IS DOUBTEUL ; AND BECAUSE 
OPTION IS NOT PEOPBB. 

Bhdsya. 

(A) In connection with the Jyotistoma we read — ‘ Vartmani juhati ’ 
[‘ Ofiers the libation on the road ’]. (B) Similarly in connection with the 

Rajaauya, we read—' Valmikavapdmupagrhya jvhuydt ’ [‘ One should collect 
the anthill and pour the libation upon that’]. — ^Then, there is the general 
declaration to the effect that ‘ When they pour libations into .the Ahavamya 
Fire, then thereby one’s desired ends become accomplished ’ — [which lays 
down the- general rule that libations have to be poured into the consecrated 
Akamniya Fire]. 

In regard to aU this, there arises the question — Do these two 
texts mean — (A) that ‘ at the Jyoti^foma all the libations should be offered 
on the foadsido and (B) that ‘ at the Jtdjasuya, all the libations are to be 
offered on the anthill ’ ? Or do they mean that there is to be option between 
these two receptacles (Boadside and Anthill) and the Ahavamya Fire ? 

The Purvapaksa is as f oUows : — “ Inasmuch as the Roadside and the AnPhill 
have been laid down as serving the purpose of the offering of libations, no 
‘ combination ’ (of either of these two, with Ahavamya) is possible ; as the 
offering of the libations is accomplished by either owe of them singly. That 
these serve the purpose of the offering has already been declared. — ‘ How ? ’ — 
There is the well -recognised principle that ‘ when a thing already accomplished 
and another yet to-be accomplished are spoken of together, the former 
subserves the pmposes of the latter’. Nor can the ‘ Boadside ’ be taken 
as entirely excluding everything else ; as in that case all offerings into the 
Ahavamya Fire would become excluded (which cannot be right). On the 
other hand, if we admit option^ the offering into the Ahavamya is preserved 
at least partially. [Hence this must be taken to be a ease of option] ”. 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhanta: — What has 
been laid down as a special ■nde is to be taken as far removed from — i.e. un- 
connected with — what has been laid down as a general rule; — because it is 
doubtful. — “ How is it doubtful ? ” — ^If the General is for the purpose inthcating 
the Particular, then, it is already therein the Particular; if it is not for the 
purpose of indicating it, then it ia not there ; it is in this sense that it is 
‘ doubtful ’. Or, it may be ‘ doubtful ’ in the sense that the General is not 
compatible with the Particular. Or it may be ^ doubtful ’ in the sense 
that it subsists in that one Particular as well as in other Paxticiilars.*— Such 
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being the case, the General Buie should not be operative when the 
Particular one is there. — “ JVhy ? *’ — Because option is not proper. 

“ Why is option no# ^proper ? ” 

Answer — the texts in question be taken as laying down the fact of the 
Boadside (and the Anthill) being the receptacle of the offering,— and. option is 
admitted, — it would mean the ignoring of the said declarpition under one of 
the optional alternatives ; so that the option would involve the assumption 
of something contrary to authoritative evidence. — ^If then, it be held that the 
texts in question do not lay down the fact of the Boadside and the Anthill 
being receptacles of the offering, — ( and option is admitted) then also, under one 
of the optional alternatives, they would come to be used as such receptacle, 
which again would be contrary to authority ; and in this case there would 
be the further incongruity that the mention of the Roadside, though actually 
present in the text, would have to be regarded as not-aignificant. — It might be 
argued that — “ The presence of one alternative would be due to the needs of the 
situation, this need consisting in the accomplishment of the offering, and that is 
accomplished by the Ahavamya Fire ”. — But that cannot be ; if the accom- 
plishment of the offering were the only thing needed, then it would naturally 
be accomplished by means of the Ahavamya Fire; in the present instance, 
however, it isffurther enjoined that the Roadside and the Anthill avo to be 
the receptacle of the offering ; and this could not be accomplished by the 
securing of the Ahavamya Fire ; and this not being done, it would mean 
the rejection of the declaration of the entire procedure. 

Says the Opponent — “ Even though the fact of the Boadside and the 
Anthill being- the i?eceptaole is also enjoined, yet, inasmuch as this fact 
would only be a qualification of the offering, it would only improve the nature 
of the offering,— the omission of it would however not make the offering 
defective j because the said improvement could be effected through some 
other receptacle. Hence we conclude that there should be option ” . 

Answer — ^This is not possible ; what is enjoined in the text is the con- 
nection between the offering and the receptacles in the shape of the Road- 
side and the Anthill ; p,nd it is this cormection which is the principal factor, not 
the- offering ; so that untU that connection has been brought about, the act 
would not have been done in accordance with the Injunctions. 

Says the Opponent — “Even when the connection is enjoined, there 
are really two things that are enjoined,— K)ne being the object to be accom- 
plished, and the other the means by which that object is to be accomplished ; 
of these two, the object to be accomplished is- the principal factor ; and that 
is the offering. From this it follows that there should be option. Even 
when the connexion is whai^^is enjoined, it is essential that the offering 
should be there; and when 'the offering is there, the Ahavamya Fire would 
naturally be there . 

Answer — It is not so ; because the Ahavaruya Fire is not a part and 
parcel of the offering ; as in particular oases, it is not there at all. 

“ How is it possible for it not to be there ? ” 

: Because in special cases it is not applicable. 

' ; “ Why is it not applicable ? ” 
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SHABABA-BHiSYA : 

When the BoOdmde and the Anthill are the receptacles of the offering, 
the fact of the A-havanlya Fire being the receptacle does not come before 
the mind ; nor can it be carried into practice ; because when a certain act has 
been recognised as having the Boadside and the Anthill for its receptacle, it 
cannot be recognised, or performed, as having the Ahavanlya Fire for its 
receptacle. 

Says the Opponent — “What the (injimctive) Yerb means is that ‘ the 
act signified should be done , in the manner in which it may be possible 
to do if ; hence (inasmtieh as it is possible for the offering to be made into 
the Fire), the Ahavaniya Fire -would set aside the Boadside and the Anthill 
and become the receptacle of the offering.” 

ArhswtiT — Tins noight be possible if the injunction (and use) of the 
Ahavaniya Fire were not possible \vithout the setting aside of the Boadside and 
the Anthill, As a matter of fact, the act in question can be done in two 
ways : — (1) by rejecting the Boadside and the Anthill, and (2) by adopting 
them. If they were rejected, it would mean the ignoring of the Locative 
ending in the word ‘variniani’ (‘on the roadside’); hence it is better 
to adopt them. 

The Opponent. — “ If the said receptacles wore adopted, then that would 
involve the ignoring of the (injimctive) ending in the expression ‘ dhavaniyo 
hhavati ’ (‘ The Ahavaniya "should be there ’) ”. 

Answer — shall ignore it ; it may be that the notion of the Ahavaniya 
is there ; but why cannot the idea be there that it cannot be used ? And 
what cannot be used will not be used. 

Says the Opponent — “That which is called the general notion makes 
the act applicable to every one of the particular factors included in that 
general notion ; so that it lays down the use of the Ahavaniya at the Vartma-, 
homa and other offerings, as also at other rites. Thus then, the Ahavamlya 
comes to be enjoined- at the Roadside Homa and other rites. The notion of 
‘ Ahavaniya * therefore that there is regarding the Homa at the Roadside cannot 
be ignored ; hence it can gain a footing only offer setting aside the Boadside 
Homa and other rites 

The answer to this is as follows ; — ^It is not so ; a term denoting a 
germs cannot denote individuals ; if it denoted them, it could not apply to 
the cow bom to-day ; as there has been no previous perception of that cow. 
To the genus, the term is applicable, because it has been perceived before 
(in the shape of the individuals already previously seen). It is for this 
reason that the genus does not denote the individuals. Consequently in 
regard to the Vart/ma-horna (Roadside ffowu), there is no notion of ''Aha- 
vaniya*. — ^Even if it did denote it, it could ndt do so by direct denotation. 
Even if the genus did denote the individuals, it could not denote it by 
di/red, denotation, it could do so only by indirect indication ; and indirect 
indication would be set aside by direct denotation. From this it follows 
that, inasmuch as the Boadside and other places have been declared by Direct 
Declaration to be the place for the Yavtma-honm (Roadside Homa) and other 
offerings, it is impossible for the Ahavaniya Fire to be recognised as the 
receptacle of those offering and to be made such a receptacle in practice. 
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Says the Opponent— “ It may be the other way about ; the Ahavamya 
fire having been already recognised as the locus of the ofiering, there can 
be no notion of the Boadside being such a locus”. 

Answer — It might be so ; but. the notion of ‘ roadside ’ and the rest 
an regard to particular offeriags is obtained by direct denotation ; while that 
of Ahavanlya Fire can be got at only by indirect indication ; and it has 
been already pointed out that the notion derived from Direct Declaration is 
more authoritative than that derived from indirect indication. 

“But the notion of *Aharxtniya^ in regard to the generic entity is also 
direct.'’' 

Answer — The notion of the ‘ roadside ’ also that one has in regard to a 
generic entity is ; as it is enjoined in regard to a particular Homa, 

and it'does riot qualify anything connected with what ia not-homa. — ^From all 
t,bi« it follows that the Ahavamya Fire shall be used for all the offerings 
except the Boadside and other specified libations. 


Adhikaba^^a (9) : The injunction of ^ Seventeen Sami- 
dheni verses ’ relating to the * Vaimrdha ’ a'nd other 
ectypal sacrifices is only a ‘ supple- 
mentary statement \ 

SOTRA (17). 

[PObvapak^a — continued] — “When a» isolated injunction is 

DECLABED IN ITS tlNALTEBED FORM IN CONNECTION WITH A 
PARTICULAR SACRIFICE, IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS SERVING 
THE PURPOSE OF EXCLUDING THE ARCHETYPAL 
ACCESSORIES ; AS IN THE CASE OF THE 

‘ AjyabhSga-offerings 
Bhdsya. 

Without reference to any sacrifice, it is declared — ‘One should recite 
seventeen Sdmidhems ’ ; — ^this is excluded from the archetypal Sacrifice 
by the number ‘fifteen' which has been specially enjoined in connection 
with that sacrifice, and hence becomes relegated to the Ectypal sacrifices ; — 
then again, in another text, the same number ‘ seventeen ’ has been men- 
tioned with special reference to the followitxg ectypal sacrifices — ‘ Vaimrdha, 
Adhvarakalpa, Paahu, Ohdiurmdsyas, Mitravindd, Traidhdtavt and Agra- 
yane§H 

We proceed to consider the question — ^What is the meaning of the 
reiteration of the number ‘ seventeen ’ in reference to these particular 
ectypes ? ' 

The Purvapah^a is as follows : — “ When an isolated injunction, — ^whieh 
has not been declared in the context of any particular sacrifice, — is declared 
again in its unaltered form in reference to a, particular ectype, — it serves the 
purpose of excluding the whole lot of accessories relating to the archetype ; 
so that the meaning of the injxmctioh that ‘ at the Vaimrdha and other 
sacrifices, one should recite seventeen Sdmidhenls ’ is that no other arche- 
typal accessory should be adopted ; it does not mean that ‘ it is only at the 
Vaimrdha, etc. — and at no other ectypes— that the number of Sdniidhenis , 
is to be seventeen’ ; because this number has been’ distinctly laid down in 
another text as appertaining to the other ectypes ; and hence it cannot bo 
set aside.” 

SUTRA (18). 

[P0rvapak§a — concluded] — If there were a mention of modifica- 
tion, IT MIGHT BE FOB TBE SAKE OF THAT.” 

' BM^ya. h ■ ; ■ ■ . ; 

“ In case any modification of, the Bdvnvdh^nt verses had been mentioned, 
-the reiteration in question nfight have been taken as meant for that ; — as a 
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nmttot of fact, however, no such modification has been heard of hence it 
follows that the reiteration is for the purpose of excluding the archetypal 
accessories.” 

SUTRA (19). 

[Siddhanta] — reality, it should be taken as supplementary to 

THE PREVIOUS SENTENCE ; BECAUSE AN ISOLATED INJUNCTION 
IS NOT TAKEN IN BY THE .SACRIFICE . 

Bha.sya, 

The term ‘ m ’ (‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

The .sentence in question should be taken as supxjlementary to the previous 
sentence,— i.e. to the isolated injunction; hence the .sentence in question— 
‘ in connection with these particular ectype,s ( Vaimniha, etc. ), one should 
recite seventeen Samidhlnls' — ^means that this is not to he so at the other ectypes. 

■ — “In reference to the other ectypes, this number has been directly laid 
tiown, aird as such it cannot be .set aside — The answer to this is as follows — 
It is triie that the number has been directly laid down in connection with the 
Siimiflhmls ; but this is not taken in by the sacrifice ; because it has no con- 
nection with any sacrifice (the declaration being found to be without reference 
to any particular sacrifice). Nor does the declaration of the entire sacrificial 
procedure take in the number in question, \vhen there is the other sentence 
(the one in qite.stion) which connects it with the particular ectypes, VaimTdha 
and the. re.st only. There is tliis distinct declaration to the effect that the 
number ‘ seventeen ’ which has been spoken of in the i.solated passage (without 
reference to any particular sacrifice) appertains to the Vaimrdha and the 
rest ; — hence ectypes other than these cannot take in the said number. 
In fact, when it is not taken in by any sacrifice, the number ‘seventeen’ 
relating to the Sdmidhenls, being useless, would not be adopted at all. — ^From 
all thi.s it follows that the declaration relating to the Vaimrdha and the 
rest is supplementary to, and to be taken along with, the previous isolated 
injunction. — Objection — “In this case there is a syntactical split — (1) 
‘ ‘rhere are seventeen Samidhenls and (2) ‘ they are to be recited at the 
Vrmnrdha and the rest’”, — Answer — A.s a matter of fact, there are two 
distinct sentences here, and the second sentence (the one in question) lays 
dawn a particular detail in connection with tliat same thing which has been 
spoken of in the first sentence ; this is what is meant by its being a 
‘ supplementary seirtence 



ADHiKAEAiNrA (10) : Injunctions . like ‘ Prthivyai svdM ' 
should M taken as laying down the use of the syllable 
‘ svdhd ’ in cofinection with those offerings 
in relation to which the use of the 
syllable has not been laid down, 

SUTRA (20). 

Mantbas cannot be taken as supplementary sentences^ because 

WHAT IS laid 30WN IS A SUBSIDIARY DETAIL. 

BMsya. 

In reference to the Darvihoma we read — Prthivyai avaha — Aritarih^dya 
svdhd — VdyavS avdhd\ — ^There is also an isolated declaration — ‘ Vaaathdrena 
vd avdhaJbdrSyu vd devebhyo ‘ annam yradiyate ’ [‘ Food is offered to Deities 
with the syllable m^at, or with the syllable avdhd ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is the former text supple- 
mentary to the latter, the meaning of the two sentences taken together 
being that ‘Inasmuch as food is offered to deities with the syllable Svdhd, 
the mantras used should be Prthivyai svdhd — Antarik?dya svdhd^ ? — Or 
is thq former sentence not supplementary to the latter, — and what is meant 
(by the latter sentence) is that ‘ the syllable svdhd is to be used even at those 
sacrifices in* connection with which the use of that syllable has not been 
laid down ’ ? 

TThe Purvapak^a is that — “ in accordance with the principle arrived at 
in the preceding Adhikaraiya, the first sentence must be taken as supple- 
mentary to the second 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — Mantras cannot he 
taken as supplementary sentences ; because there can be no syntactical 
connection between an injunctive and a non~injunctive sentence, — ^the injunc- 
hve sentence bemg a Brdhrnaiiya-iext, while the non-injunctive sentence is a 
mantra-teoct. — ^Further, in the preceding Adhikarana it was found that there 
was ho connection with any sacrifice, while in the present instance, such 
connection is manifest, in the sentence — ‘ Food is offered to deities with 
the syllable va^at and the sylla-ble svdhd % — as the offering is the principal 
act here. — Then again, a suhsidia/ry detaU is laid down, — the sense being that 
‘ at the Darvihoma, the mantra used shotdd be in the form Prihivya svdhd, 
not in the form Svdhd pTihivym,-~^-^om. aU this it follows that at other 
'Darvikomaa also, the syllable spdhd should be used. 
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StJTRA (21). 

Also bsoahs® it is -iPoinsrD in the oasb whhe® it has not been 

LAID DOWN. 

Bhd§ya. 

As & xxmtter of fact, even at those Darvihomaa in connection with which 
the nse of the syllable svahd has not been directly laid down, we find the 
syllable actually used ; as shown by the following text — ‘ Qhftena dy&v&- 
pfthim dpfi^ethatnUi audumharyd vishdhhi juhoH antrat amaravuyati 
smha learoti ’ j this clearly shows that the syllable ^ avaha * 

be used. 

StTRA (22), 

Also bboadse thebe is bbohibition. 

Bhd§ya, 

In some cases there is prohibition also — ‘Na smMti mchanam karoHr 
mantrancha naJia ’ ; and the prohibition of a thmg is possible only when 
its use is possible. 

From all this we conclude that the jwonim is not a SMjC2>fo»7i€ntory s«n<ence. 




Adhikarana ( 11 ) : TM ‘Agrd ' cmd the ‘Ai/igrdhyas' should 
be taken as appertammg to the Eetype. 

StJTRA (23), 

[POevapaksa — Inasmuch as there is direct 

INJUNCTION OE THE " AgNI ’ AND OF THE ‘ AtIGRAHYA ’ IN 
BELATIOH TO THE EctYPE, THEBE CAN BE NO 
INDIRECT INDICATION OF IT. 

Bhdsya. 



There is the declaration — (a) ‘ Ya evauivkludtmfjiw^ohMiuie' [‘ One who 
knowing this lays the Fire’]; and again * U-paatamhhanam vd Mad yajnasya 
yadatigrdhy&y [‘ The Atigrdhyas serve as promoters oi the sacrifice’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is,— or is not — the admission 
of the Agni and of the Atigrdhyas into the Ectype indicated by the Genera" 
Law ? 

The Purvapak^a is as follows: — “There can be no indirect indication 
of the Agni and of the Atigrdhyas in regard to the Ectype. The compound 
‘ Agnyaiigrdhyam ’ is madeup of ‘ Agni ’ and ‘ Atigrdhyas — these do not come 
into the Ectype (by virtue^pf the General Law}.^ — Why ? — Because there is 
direct injunction of them in relation to the Ectype, in tlie following passage — 
‘ Athdto’ gnimagnistomena yajati, tamukthena, tamatirdtrena, tarn chaturdtrena, 
tarn pahchardtrena, tarn sadrdtrerjja, tarn saptardtrena, tamastardtreiva, tarn 
navardtrei^a, tarn dashardtreria^ ; and again, ‘ Yat prsthyeti grhnlydt prdhcham 
yajnam prsthdni sa7igrh/teyuh yadukthMi grhnlydt, etc.’ — When. the Agni and 
the Atigrdhyas have thus been directly enjoined in reference to an Ectype, 
it cannot be indicated by the General Law as admissible at another 
Ectype,” 


SUTRA (24). 


[PURVAPAKSA— COM.cZ«tdiedl] — “So ALSO IS THE ‘ TAKING UP 
DURING THE MONTH.” 


Bhd^ya. 


Then again, there is the te:£t — ‘The Atigrdhyas are‘ taken up month 
month.’ If the Atigrdhya^ WWO already admissible under the General 
it would not be necessa3?y td lay 'iiown this monthly ‘ taking up ’ ” 
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SUTRA (25). 

[Siddhanta] — In pact, it is inclxidbi>, as it stands' on the 
SAME booting. 

Bha§ya. 

In reality, the Atigfdhyas is actually included under the indications of the 
General Law ; there is no' difference between this and other accessories ; 
so that there is no reason why the other accessories should be included and 
this one should not be included. 

S'DTRA (26). 

Also bboatjsb we bind indicative texts. 

Bhdsya. 

We find texts indicative of the same conclusion — (a) ‘ Kankachitam 
chinvlta, SMtaachitam chinmta yah kdmayeta sushiradamin loke sanibhaveyam ’j 
-^again (6) ‘ Pahcha aihdrdmitigrdhydn grhydU\ — Here the texts speak of 
the particular features — of being of the ahape of .the Kahka and of belonging 
to Indra — of the Atigrahyas^, and this clearly shows that it is admissible 
at the Ectype under the General Law. 

SUTRA (27). 

The iNOLtrsiON wodld be paballel to the Injunction. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 23) that “ there is an injunction of the 
Atigrdhyaa in reference to an Ectype (hence it cannot be subject to indication 
under the General Law) ” — This has got to be refuted; and the refutation 
is that, in regard to that Ectype with reference to which it has been directly 
enjoined, this injunction would be parallel, — ^i.e. in regard to the Archetype 
and to that particular Ectype,— whereas in connection with the other Ectypes, 
it would come in by virtue of the indications of the General Law. 

. SUTRA (28). 

The mention oe the ‘ Monthly Taking up ’ is meant to pbohibit 
bepetition. 

Bhdsya. 

Question — “ What explanation is there of the ‘ Monthly Taking up ’ 
(referred to under’ Su. 24) ? ” 

Anawer — That is for the purpose of prohibiting repetition ; the meaning 
being that ‘ they are taken up, not day after day, but only month by month ’ . 


Adhikarana ( 12 ) : The * Four-Slice oblation ' is to he 
made up hy the joining of the ‘ Upastma/im ’ 
and the ^ Abhighdrana^ 

SUTRA (29). 

[POrvapaksa— “The ‘Foub-Slice’ oblation, should 

BE OUT OF THE PRIMARY SUBSTANCE, — BECAUSE THE VERY ORIGIN 
OF IT IS FOB THAT PURPOSE, AND BECAUSE THAT IS "WHAT 
IS CONNECTED WITH THE ‘ OBLATION- OFFERING ’ ; AS FOR 
THE OFFERING OF CLARIFIED BuTTBB, THAT COULD 
BE ADDITIONAL ; AS IT DOES NOT STAND ON THE 
SAME FOOTING, ITS ORIGIN BEING AS A 
SUBSIDIARY FACTOR ; , JUST AS IN 
ORDINARY UFE.” . 


In. connection with the DaraTm-PurQamaaa sacrifice, we read — ‘ Chaturof 
mttam juhoti\ [‘Offers the four-sl ice-oblation ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is this ‘ four-slioe-oblation ’ 
to be made up with the ‘ Upaatarana^ and the ‘ Abhigharai;^* [there being 
only two slices taken out of the primary substance, Cake] ? — Or are all the 
■* four-slices ’ to be taken out of the primary substance itself, — the * Upas- 
Parana ’ and the ‘ ’ being additional ofiterings ? 

The Furvapaksa is as follows : — ** Because the very origm of it is for that 
purpose, — i.e. the making of the Cake is for the purpose of being offered as 
an oblation, in accordance with the text ‘ The Cake baked on eight pans 
and dedicated to Agni is not omitted on the Moonless and the Full Moon 
days ’,-r-and it has also been laid down that ‘ what is to be offered as an oblation 
has got to be made foru’-sliced ’, — and lastly, it is the Cake, along with the 
^ Upastarana' enxd Abhigh5rana\ that is meant to be offered as an obla- 
tion, — therefore the ‘four-slicing’ is to be done to the Cake. As for the 
offering of Clarified Butter [viz. ; Upastarana and Abhigha/rana], that would be 
■additional, as it does not stand on the same footing, as the Calce ; because 
when the Cake is used as an oblation, the Clarified Butter comes in 
as its subsidiary factor. Thus then, though, along with the Clarified- 
Butter-offerings, the offering beoornes tsix -sliced ’ yet, in so far as the 
actual oblation is oonoerned, it has . been made only ‘ four -sliced ’ ; — as 
for instance, in (ordinary life, when it is said that ‘ Devadatta is prasthahhuk 
(Eater of a seer)’, — even though along with the vegetables and other 
edibles, what he eats is actually more than a seer, yet, so far as the 
eating is concerned, it isl^phly - ths that is mentioned, — the vege- 

tables, etc. being regaled,; fS- only ; aids to the Rice (of which a seen' 
“is eaten).'” 






SUTRA (30). 

■pOBViLPAi:§A — condvded } — “ Also because thebe is a deolabatioh 

01 ITS BEING AN EMBELLISHMENT.*’ 

Bhd§ya. 

The ‘ Upaatarmuia’ and the ‘ Ahhighdrana' have been actually declared 
in the following passage as being embellishments of the main oblation — 

* Yadupaatri^dti ahhigharayati amrtahiUirnevaindm harotV ; from this it 
follows that the ‘fovir-sliced oblation’ to be offered is to be made out 
of the principal substance (Cake) as embellished With ‘ Upastaranp,' and 

* AbhigMrai!}a\’' , 

SUTRA (31). 

[Siddhanta] — In beality, it should be along with those 

two; BECAUSE IN CONNECTION WITH ‘SVI§TAKBT’, 

IT HAS BEEN SPOKEN OF AS MADE UP BY 

TWO 'Abhighaeanas’ after 
A SINGLE SLICING. 

BM§ya, 

In reality, it ahould be along with thoae two ; i.e. the ‘ four-sliced oblation ’ 
is to be made up by securing two slices out of the Cake [the other two 
'slices* consisting of the Upaatara'^ and the Abhighdrai^]; — became in 
connection with the Svi^takrt it has been spoken of as made up by two ‘ Abhi- 
ghdra^as* dfter a single slicing (of the Cake), — ^in the text ‘Sakfdu- 
pastfndti aakrdavadyati dvirabjhighdrayati chaturavattasydptyai ’ [' One does 
the TJpastaraiia once, the slicing once, and does the Abhighdrarpi tviice, 
in order to obtain the four-slioed-oblation *■] ; — this shows that the ‘ four- 
sliced oblation’ is made up by two Abhigharatyxs i in the- other case (i.e. 
if there were tO' be ‘ four slices ’ out of the Cake itself) then, altogether, 
what would be obtained would be ‘«ia;-slices’. 

Says the opponent— “ This text that you have put forward is a mere 
indicative ; please put forward some direct reason.” 

Answer — All that the text * Offers the four-sliced oblation* says is that 
the oblation should consist of the four-slices ; it says nothing as to whether 
it is to consist of the Gake or the Curd-Bvdier~Mixture {Sanndyya), There 
is no such declaration as that ‘One should make four slices out of the 
substance meant for the offering’; all that is said is that the ‘four- 
sliced oblation ’ is to be offered ; and if there were no such connection 
between the enjoined ‘ four-sliced oblation ’ and the ‘ offering then the 
former would be absolutely useless. 

The opponent might argue thus — “ It would serve a useful purpose by 
becoming included 'in the declaration of the entire procedure.” 

Answer — But that cannot be possible ; so long as there is the direct 
declaration — * offers the four-sliped oblation ’ — which lays down the direct 
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relationship of the offering,— there can be no room for any other ‘ declaration of 
procedure’ In this direct declaration, there is no such distinction made 
as that ‘the slices are to be obtained from what is meant for that 
purpose, . and not from what is not meant for that purpose’; all that 
it says is that ‘an oblation consisting oi four-slices should be offered’, — 
the four slices being obtained either from what is meant for that pur- 
pose or from what is not meant for that purpose. In acting in accord- 
ance with this, the Direct Declaration becomes duly honoured ; while 
in the other case, it is only Syntactical Connection that would be followed 
and what is laid down in the injunction ^Slices twice out of the offer- 
ing material’ would have to be regarded as an optional alternative to the 
offering of the ‘four-sliced oblation’. Further, the declaration quoted 
above could, in this case, either be a description of what does not exist, 
or be taken as setting up another optional alternative. But in reality 
as, in one case, the thing would be non-existent, there cannot be option. 

From all this it follows that the ‘four-sliced oblation’ should be made 
up with the ‘ Upasiarai^a^ and the ‘ Abhighdratiia’. 

SUTRA (32). 

Also begausb there is a passage where the oblation 

HAVING BEEN SPOKEN OP AS ONE COMPOSITE WHOLE, 

ALL ITS COMPONENTS ABE DETAILED IN 
DUE ORDER. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the following passage — ‘ Ghatvdri vaitdni devadadhanyavadandni^ 
YadupastryAti tadanuvdkydyai, Yat purvamavaddnam tad ydjyayai, Yadutta- 
ram tad devatayai, Yadahhighdrayati tad vasatkdrdya ’ ; here the four slices of 
the ‘four-sliced oblation’ having been described, the several components 
thereof have been detailed, in the shape of Anuvdkyd and the rest, — which 
shows the inclusion of Upastarana and the rest. From tliis it follows that the 
‘four-sliced oblation’ is to be made up with the ‘ Upastaraifa* and the 
* Ahhighdrana,'. — The term * dadha’’ in this passage {‘dadbdni^) denotes 
share, as is found also in such assertions as ‘ Kankatdya dadham, Ndpitdya 
dadham ’ ; so that the expression ‘ devadadhdni ’ means shares of the Deities. 


.Adhikabana (13): The ^Four-Sliced oblation'' is essential 
at the ‘ Updmshuydja ’ also. 

SUTRA (33). 

[fQBVAFAKSA] — “ LiKE THE HUMBER ‘SEVENTEEN’, THIS SHOULD BE 
RESTRICTED.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa, there is the’ Upamahuyaja ; 

then there is the injunction that ‘ the four-slice-oblation is to be offered 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Should the four-sliced- 
oblation be offered at the Updmshuydja — or not ? 

The PurvapaTcaa is as follows: — Like the number * seventeen \ it should 
he restricted: in the ease of the number ‘seventeen’, which has been 
laid down in an isolated text, and mentioned again in epnnection with a 
few specially named Ectypes, it has been decided that, on the strength of 
the supplementary sentence, the said number should be restricted to those 
named. Ectypes (Vide Sutras 17 et seq. above); in the same manner, the 

* four-sliced oblation ’ also, dependent as it is upon ‘ Upastarai^a ’ and 

* Abhighdrand’ , should be restricted to those two latter, where the offerings 
consist of Vegetables and Curd-Butter ; — and hence it should not be offered 
at the Updmshuydja (where there is no Upaataraiyi or Abhighdrai^).'^ 

SUTRA (34). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, inasmuch as rr is an accessory of the 

OFFERING MATBKLAL, IT SHOULD BE REGARDED AS REALLY 
MEANT TO BE SO. 



The term (‘in fact’) impjlies the rejection of the view just set 

forth. 

It is not right that there should be no ‘Four-sliced oblation’ at the 
Updmshuydja ; as a matter of fact, the ‘Four-sliced oblation’ has been 
enjoined as an accessory pf the Homtkrqffering ; and as such, it should find 
place at the Homa-offering in opnneotion with the Updmshuydja also ;■ — 
hence at this sacrifice also the * Four-slices ’ should be secured. 

It has been argued that there 08 «i be ‘Four slices’ only out of 
Vegetables and Curd -Butter, because it is based upon the Upastara^ and 
the Ahhighararui. — But as a matter of fact, the mention of UpastaraxM and 
Ahhighdrai}a is not supplementary to tfie * Forur-sliced oblation’; — in the 
same manner in which the sentence ^ one should recite seventeen ^dmidhenls 
. ' 41 , , _ " 



■fiflfiPlfltiliiil' 


Adeikabaisa (14) : The mention of the *Jgneya^ and 
^ Aindragna" is a reiteration of those relating to 
the Darsha-'Puf'mmasa. 

SUTRA (35). 

[PObvapak§a text beginsinq with the WOED * PtrSODl- 

SHIBHYIm’ should be taken as the INJUNCmON of the two 
OAKES FOE THOSE ENTITLED TO IT, — BECAUSE THEY HAVE 
BEEN ENJOINED BY THAT INJUNCTION; AS IN ThIb 
CASE OF THE VaJSHYASTOMA.” 

Bha^ya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamasa, we read — * Puro^shdhhyam 
aaomay&jinam yajayet — ydvetau dgnsyaaUdMindra^naahcha^ [‘For one who 
is not a Soma-saorifioer, one should perform the sacrifice with only the two 
cakes — the one dedicated to Agni and the other dedicated to Indra-AgnVI, 
In regard to this, there arises the following question — (a) Is this 
sentence supplementary to the general injunction of the performance of the 
Daraha-Purtyiindaa, — [i.6. the injunction* Desiring heaven, one should perform 
the Dars^-Pur^iamosa the meaning of the two together being — * Desiring 

heaven, one should perform the Dar8ha--Piirifamdaa , — ^with these two cakes 
(one dedicated to Agni and the other dedicated to Indra-Agni), if he 
happens to be one who is not a Soma-Saorificer ’ T — Or (6) does it contain 
the injunction of two entirely distinct acts, — the meaning being that * one 
should perform the sacrifice with those two additional cakes as described ’ 1 
— Or (c) is it an injunction meant for the performance of the subsidiary 
details, — ^the meaning being that ‘ the Priest should perform the sacrifices 
with these two cakes ’ ? — Or (d) is it an injunction of time, — the sense being 
that ‘one should perform the sacrifice with these two cakes at the time 
that he is not engaged in the Soma-aacrifice ’ ?— Or («) is it the injunction of 
the offering of the cake dedicated to Indra-Agni, and the reiteraUon of that 
of the cake dedicated to Agni f — Or (/) is it the reiteration of both these 
cakes t — ^Theise are the various views possible on the subject. 

The PUrvapakga {A) is as follows — "It is supplementary to the general 
injunction of the Daraha-Punfafna8a,-A,e, to the injunction, ‘Desiring 
heaven, one should perform the Daraha-Piin^mdaa ’ j and the sense of the two 
sentences is that — ‘ If one who is not a Soma-sacrificer should desire heaven, 
he should perform the sacrifice with these two cakes.’ — Why so ? — Because 
they ham b^n enjoined by that injimotion i it |s the two cakes already enjoin- 
ed by the gemeKal injunction that have l3^n referred in the text in 
question : hmoe they do not cco^i^te e^ditional oSetrings ; all that the 
text does is to oormeot, by Direct Declaration, the aoiSvity of the man who is 
not a Soma-eacrificer with the two cakes. It is not the <»m 0 “th 8 i^ is laid down ; 
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as this could only be ind^ec% indicated-, and Direct Declaration is more 
authoritative than Indirect Indication. And further, in that case it would 
come to this that either the two named Cakes would not be offered by the 
Soma-saorific&r, or the /Sanndyya-offering would not be offered by one who is 
not a Soma-scusrijicer. That is to say, if it is the NonSoma-sacriJicer that is 
predicated (by the sentence in question) with reference to the two cakes, 
then this Non-Soma-saorificer would have nothing to do with the offering of 
Sawndyya (Curd -Butter) ; and in that case the presence of the particle ‘ eva ’ 
(“■only’) becomes justified; the sense being that ‘ the N on-Soma-saarificer 
should sacrifice with the said Uoo cakes only, not with the Curd-Butter'' 
on the other hand, -if it is the 1noo cakes that are predicated with reference 
to the Non-Soma-sacrificer, then these cakes would have no connection 
with the Soma-sacrificer I and in that case the presence of the particle ‘ eva\ 
{‘ only ’ ) would have to be regarded as wrongly placed, — ^the proper place for it 
being after ^ asomaydpnam \ and the sentence should read as — ‘ Purodd- 
shdbhyarnasorriayajinarmva ’ [* The non-Soma-sacrificer only should sacrifice 
with the two cakes’]; just as we find in the following text — ‘Yam&va 
vidydh shuch'miaprarnatUx,m medhdvina'm brahmacharyopapcmnam Yast^ na 
(B'uhyet kaiamachcha ndha, tasmai rndm hruyd nidhipdya brahman'' ; 
[Says the Veda — *'0 Brahmana, expound me to that keeper of treasures 
whom you know to be pure, vigilant, intelligent, equipped with the 
qualities of the Religious Student, one who hates you not, and who does 
not disclose it to anyone’], — that the particle ‘em’ is wrongly placed,— it 
should have followed ‘ Shuchim ’ ; the meaning being ‘ one whom you know to 
be pure only'' ; while the form used is ‘ Yameva vidydh shuchim'’ ; so also in 
the text in question, the particle * eva ’ is wrongly placed.— Thus then, we 
find that under both the possible constructions, the sentence in question is 
supplementary to the general injunction; in both ways therefore we have 
the above Purvapaksa. — Just as in the case of the Vaish/yastoma, the sentence 
‘ The Vaishya should perform the sacrifice of the Vaisliyastoma ’ has been 
regarded as supplementary to the general injunction, so should also the 
sentence in question be.” 

SUTRA (36). 

[POrvapakpa (B) — continued] — “But the general injunction 

DOES not pertain TO ANY SUCH ACT AS IS NOT ESSENTIAL ; 

IT IS RELATED TO WHAT IS ESSENTIAL; HENCE THE 
SENTENCE IN QUESTION CANNOT BE TAKEN 
AS SUPPLEMENTARY.’’ 

BMsya, 

The particle ' tu’ (‘but’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

“ It is not right that the sentence in question is supplementary to the 
general injunction ; the Dqra^PtJmomasa are essential (compulsory) 
sacrifices, as is clear from the de|clai^ation '* One should perform the Darraha- 
Purnamdsa sacrifices as hng c^ ^ lwes ' and at these sacrifices, the two 
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cakes in question and Aindrdgna) are essential, as helping in the 

fulfilment of the desired resalt.^ — cannot therefore be right that these 
should be taken as laid down for the Non-Soma- sacrificer, who is a variable 
factor (not inseparable from the Darsha-Putn^mdsa). — -Why? — Because it 
cannot be right that the two Gakea must always be there at the Daraha- 
Purnamdaa, and yet be helpful to the Non-Soma-sacriJicer only. As a matter 
of fact, the injunction of the Oakes is related to the Entire composite 
sacrifice of the Darsha-Purnamdsa which is essential and compulsory. 
Hence the mention of bhe Non-Soma-sacrijicer cannot be supplementary to 
the general injunction ; it contains, in fact, the original injunction of two 
entirely distinct offerings. The construction of the sentences is not that 
‘ the Non-Soma-sacrifice is predicated of the two cakes that have been 
enjoined in connection with tl^ Darsha-Purnamdsa; in fact, the construc- 
tion is that ‘if the Non-Soma-aacrificer desires heaven, he should offer 
the cake dedicated to Agni and the cake dedicated to Indra-Agni \ so that 
these two offerings are what are predicated and enjoined ; and when they 
are so enjoined, they must be distinct from the corresponding offerings (under 
the ardinaxy Darsha-Purnamdsa) ; and in that case the expression ‘YauMau' 
in the- sentence in question (which seems to identify the two. cakes mention- 
ed with the two cakes offered under the Darsha-Purmxmdsa) can refer only 
to the detail relating to those two cakes. — This case is analogous to the 
case of the text *Sta8yaiva rivatlau vdramntiyamagnistoma kj-tvd, etc.' 
[Vide Siitra 2; 2. 27, where the singing of the Vdravantlya-Sdman has been 
found to be a distinct act]; — ^The term ‘ eva ’ (‘ only ’) also shall, in this case, 
have the sense of ‘ punah' (‘again’); just as in the sentence * Katrina 
bhuktvd devadaitah kairetiaiva bhwhjita', where the meaning is that ‘having 
eaten with milk, he should, eat again with milk ’ ; so in the case in question 
also, the meanihg is that ‘ The two cakes that have been laid down by the 
injunction of the Darsha-Punjximdsa, for both the Soma-sacrificer and the 
Non-Soma-sacriJicer, are again enjoined for the Non-Soma-Sacrificer ’, — 
which means that ‘The sacrifice for the Non-Soma-Sacrificer should be 
performed with the two cake-offerings, the details relating to which should 
be those same that relate to the corresponding cakes forming part of the 
Darsha-Purnamdsa'." 

StTRA (37). 

[PflEVAPAKSA (B) — continued] — “Iff it wbee as suggested ik 
PC lRVAPAK§A (A), THEBE COULD BE KO COHNBCTIOH 
WITH WHAT IS ONLY A PABT ; BECAUSE THE 
PEBffOBMEB IS THE PEINOIPAL 
FACTOR.” 

Bhd§ya. 

‘‘ Even if the sentence in question were supplementary to the General 
Injunction (of the Darsha-Puri^amd8a)i no connection would be possible 
between the two cakes and the performer in the shape of the Non-Soma- 
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Saorificer. If the sentence is supplementary to the (General Injunction, 
the performer would be indicated as the predominant factor; this pre- 
dominance cannot be possible unless there is a result (accruing to the 
performer ; which fact alone makes him the predominant factor) ; — the taao 
cakes however which form part of the Dat'slid-Purnamasa sacrifices are 
not conducive to any result; — nor can a result be assumed on the strength 
of the Direct Declaration ; because the declaration is^ amenable to another 
construction.— Dor this reason also the sentence in question cannot be 
supplementary to the General Injunction.” 

SUTRA (38). 

[PtlBVAPAKSA (B)~conchd&d) — “Ik the case of the Vaishya- 

STOMA, IT IS SO BECAUSE IT IS A COMFEETE WHOLE 

IN ITSELF.” 

Bhdsi/a. 

“It has been asserted that it should be like the Vaish;jastONia, — But in 
the case of the Vaishyastcnna, it is only right that it should be so, as it is 
not the part of anything else [it is a whole by itself], and hence it can 
be conducive to results ; nor is there, in that case, any connection between 
what is essential (compulsory) and what is not- essential. Hence the case 
in question is not analogous to that of the 

SUTRA (39). 

[PtTRVAPAKSA (C)] — “ It should be TAKEN AS PEETAINIKO TO 
THE PeRFOBMER.” 


Bhdsya,. 

[Saj’^s Pnrmpalcsin (C)] — “ If you think that the sentence cannot bo 
supplementary to the General Injunction, — we assort as follows ; — It cannot 
be taken as the original injunction of two distinct acts; as in that case, 
the expression ‘ Yojuetau', being incomplete by itself, would luu-e to bo taken 
in its indirect indicative sense. — ‘ Then what should-be the explanation ? ’ — 
It should be taken as an injunction meant /or tJie performer of the subiiULiari/ 
ads, — i.e. the person who performs, the subsidiary, not the ])riuiary, act. 
The verb in the text is ‘ with the causal aflix, which directly nic-aiis 

that the act denoted is to be done by the person who is only the promqjPkiq 
agemti and it is only by indirect iudicatioii that it signifies the performer of 
the sacrifice itself. Another advantage of this, explkuation would he this, 
that any relationship hetweea the.' >od the 'mn-ensentlal would 
not have to be postulated ##^11 ffc'yb'e;iieftessary to a&ciume the result 
as following from a part lastly .'the injunction addressed 

to the prorfvpter of the lay tug down that. *' the Non- 


mm 
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Soma-aacrificer is to be made to offer the sacrifice % — wotdd be conducive 
to some sort of prosperity.” 

SUTRA (40). 

[Befutatim of Purvapaksa ((7)] — Not so ; beoatjse it bung 

ALBBADY KNOWN AS SBBVING A SUBSIDIARY PUKPOSE. 

NO USEFUL PURPOSE CAN BE SERVED BY LAYING 
IT DOWN AGAIN, 

Bhasya, 

It, cannot be, as has been just suggested, that the injunction is one for 
the performer of the subsidiary act ; as a matter of fact, the performer of 
the subsidiary act, who is subordinate to the performer of the main act, is 
already included under the injunction of this main act; — nor do we find 
any separate result as following from the subsidiary act ; — nor is it possible 
to assume such a result, — as the Paraarmipada ending used precludes such 
an assumption. There can be no useful purpose served by the enjoining 
of what is already known (as included in another injunction). What 
is possible is that the sentence may be a reiterative reference to what is 
already known by implication, for the purpose of laying down the offering 
of the two Gakes.^ — ^It cannot be taken as a case of Preclusion ', as that is 
always beset with a threefold incongimity. Lastly, it is impossible for the 
Soma-sacrifioer to be there without the performer of the subsidiary acts. 
From all this it follows that the sentence contains the original injunction 
of two distinct acts [as set forth under PUrvapakm (R)), 

StjTRA(41). 

[PObvapaksa (D)]— “In fact, the sentence should be taken, 

ON THE BASIS OF THE INDICATIVE WORD, AS AN INJUNCTION 
OF TIME, IN CONNECTION WITH THE TWO ACTS J AS 
SUBSIDIARY DETAILS ARB SUBJECT TO THAT LAW.” 

Bhasya. 

The term ‘tu’ (‘ ih fact’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

“ The sentence in question cannot be taken as the original injunction 
of two distinct acts ; what is really declared in it is the time for the two 
acts ; and it is not possible for it to be taken as enjoining the two cakes for 
the Non-Soma-Sacrificer . — ^Why ? — Because it is 8%ibfect to that law ; the ' law ’ 
referred to is that embodied in Sutra 4. 4. 6 ; that same law is applicable 
to the pr^ent case also ; the meaning therefore of the sentence is that 
' these two cakes are to be offered during the l^rsha-Pxirmmasa, at that 
time at which the Soma^Sacrifice is not perform^d.^ — ‘ What would be the 
advantage of this explanation ? ’ — ^There would be no incongruity of having 
to assume a distinct result ; because when the ,||;atement is taken as pertain- 
ing to the whole composite aaorifioe itseilfv—fRead ‘ Samudayapara isyate\ 
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as in MS. {€)] , — ^then there would be only one result following from all the acts 
taken together. — ^It is quite possible for the particular indicative -in the 
shape of the N on-perforniance of the Soma-Sacrifice to indicate a definite 
point of time ; so that the meaning is that at the time l/hus indicated, 
one Bhonld. ofiex the two cakes, not the Curd-Butter-mixture." 

SUTRA (42). 

[MefiUation of Purvapaksa (D)] — But if the Curd-Butteb- 
Mixture is for the Soma-Sacrificer, then there can 

BE NO INHERENT RELATIONSHIP WITH THE TWO 
CARES, — BECAUSE THE TIMES ARB DIFFERENT. 

BTidsya. 

The particle *iu ^ (‘ but ’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

If the Curd-Butter-Mixture is for the Soma-Sacrijicer, then the declara- 
tion, in question cannot be taken as indicating the time. As a matter of 
fact, the Gwd-Buiter -Mixture is really for the Soma-Sacrificer ; when this 
is absolutely certain, there can be no casting of doubt on that fact. There 
is this saying to that effect — ‘If the scriptures are authoritative, then 
people have reached the highest state ’ (?).-— There is the direct declaration to 
the effect that ‘ The Non-Soma-Saerificer should not use the Curd-Butter- 
Mixture’.— Such being the case, the sentence in question cannot be taken 
as indicating the time. — ^Why so ? — Because no relationship is known to 
subsist between the Ourd-Butter- Mixture and the two cakes;-— m the times 
are different] the two cakes are offered before the Soma-Sacrifice, while 
the , Gurd-Butter-Mixture comes in after that sacrifice ; and then too, as it 
is already there, no effort need be made for that mixture. — For these 
reasons, the sentence in question, pertaining as it does to a different point 
of time, cannot be taken as indicating time ; it has to be taken as enjoining 
distinct acts [as set forth under Purvapaksa (C)]. 

SUTRA (43). 

[PilRVAPAK^A (E)] — “Or, inasmuch as it has been already 

ENJOINED ELSEWHERE, WHEN IT IS DECLARED AGAIN, AND A 
QUESTION ARISES REGARDING THIS, — THIS SECOND 
DECLARATION SHOULD BE TAKEN AS LAYING DOWN 

THE Deity -PAIR ; that the AgnEya is not 

MEANT TO BE ENJOINED HAS BEEN FOUND 
, ; ; TO BE THE OAS®, IN REGARD TO THE 

' i , ’ ! ^ i j - ONE-HETE? .QFFERING^^’ - 



The term ‘ api vd * (‘<^.*) implies the rejection of the above view. 

“The sentence cannot ^ the injunction of a distinct act; it is 

only a reiteration of the Ccdke, which has been already enjoined 
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elsewhere i as a matter of fact, the Agn^a Cake has been already enjoined 
in the text — ‘ Yadagneyo ’stdkapaW mavaayaydm paurnam^ydhchachyubo 
hhamti\ 'Bnt the sentence in question can be taken as the injunction of 
the Aindragna Cake ', as this (c&ke dedicated to the joint deity, Indra- 
Agni) has not been enjoined in connection with either of the two sacrifices 
{Darsha and Purij.amdsa). So that the sentence may be taken as enjoining 
the Aindrdgna Cake in connection with the Pur'^amdsa sacrifice,— where- 
in it is not already known to be admissible. As for the Agneya, it has 
been mentioned as not really meant , to be laid down (by the text in 
question) ; — as it has been already enjoined in the other text (quoted above) 
in connection with both the Darsha and the Purnamdsa ; further, it is also 
found mentioned in yet other texts-^a) ‘ Quarters the Agneya Cake' ; again 
(&) in connection with the Sdkampraathdpya — ‘After having offered the tM^o 
Ajyabhdgd offerings, one offers the- Agneya Cake'. — [So the sentence contains 
the mere reiteration of the Agneya, but the injunction of the Aindrdgna Cake.] 

SUTRA (44). 

{Befutation of Purvapak§a (JS)] — “In fact, Badarayana 

HOLDS IT TO BB AN INJUNCTION.” 

Bhd§ya. 

The term ‘tu' (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the above view also. 

It is not right that ‘ the ' sentence contains a reiterative, reference to the 
Agr^ya Cake, but an mjuhotion of the Aindrdgna Cake’ } in fact, it should 
be taken as the injunction of time relating to both the Cakes. — “Why ? ” — 
Because the teacher Badarayana has held the opinion that the offering 
of the Gurd-Butter-mixture comes before the Soma- sacrifice also ; we find 
this mixt-ure laid down for the Non-Soma-sacrificer also, in the text — 
‘ Tadu sannayet ’ ; again, ‘ Tathehasmdhurgopdyandh sdwndyyamevdsoma- 
ydjinah'. From all this it follows that the text servos the purpose of lay- 
ing down the time. ’ 

SUTRA (45). 

[SiDDHANTA] — A s A MATTER OF FACT, ON. ACCOUNT OF THE 
COGNITION OF WHAT HAS BEEN FORBIDDEN [THE 
TEXT CAN BE ONLY A REITERATIVE 
REFERENCE TO BOTH 

' THE Cakes]. 

Eha§ya, 

The term *vd' (‘as a matter of fact’) implies the rejection of the view 
just set forth. 

The sentence is not an injunction of time ,* — nor is it the original injunc- 
tion of two distinct ^ts ; — ^nor is it a reiterative reference to the Agniya 
and an injunction of the Aindrdgna- Oakej — the fact of the matter is 
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that it is a reiterative reference to both the Cakes. — “ How so ? ” — 
As a matter of fact, the sentence is meant to lay down the Gnrd-Butter- 
Mixture for the Soma-Saerificer (as held by the Purvapakain himself) ; 
hence it cannot be an injunction ^f the Aindrdgna Cake either,- because 
if it were so taken, there would be a syntactical split. In fact, the 
sentences are to be explained as follows: — ‘These two Cakes are 
known as to be offered by the NonSoma-Sacrificer,—axi6i for the Soma- 
Sacrificer, the Curd-Butter-Mixture also, — but the NonSomaSacrificer 
should be made to offer the two Cakes Agneya and Ayn&ragna only, 
while the Soma-Saerificer should be made to offer the Curd-Butter-Mix- 
ture’. Thus, while one sentence lays down the Curd-Butter-Mixture for 
the Soma-Sacrifleer, the other lays down the two Cakes for the Non- 
Soma-Sacrificer. For these reasons (since both the Cakes are found 
to be already enjoined elsewhere), the text in question shoixld be taken 
as a mere reiterative reference to the two Cakes. 


SUTRA (46). 

To THE SAME EFFECT WE FIND AN INDICATIVE TEXT. 


Bhdsya. 


Another text also indicates this same conclusion, and shows that no dis- 
tinct acts are laid down in the sentence in question.— “ How ? ” — There is 
the text — ‘Ohdturdaaha pauniMmdaydm dhutayo huyawte, frayodaaha mnd- 
vdaySydm' [which speaks of fourteen offerings at the PavA'tj.amdaa sacri- 
fice and thirteen at the Daraha sacrifice]. If the text in question laid 
down two distinct offerings, then the number of offerings at the two 
sacrifices would be more (than 14 and 13). 
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Adhekabaija ( 15 ) : The ^DJiruvdjya^ {Glanfied Butter 
contained in the Dhruvd-vessel) is the material 
offered at the XJpdmshuyaja. 

. StJTRA (47). 

[P0b.vapak§a]'— “ In oonneotion with raB saorifi^e laid 

DOWN IN THE TEXT * Ul’AMSHTJYiJA IS TO BE OFFERED 
m THE INTEBVAL’, — ^INASMtJCH AS THEBE IS NO 
DIBEOT DEOLAEATION OB. INDICATION OF THE 
OFFBBING-iJATBBIAL, IT SHOULD BE . ■ 

UNDEBStOOD TO BE ANYTHING 
THAT ONE MAY LIKE.” 

BJia^ya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purriamdmt we read — ‘ Updmshuya- 
jamatUard yajati^ [‘ Updmshuydja is to be offered in the interval’]. 

In regard to the substance to be used at this sacrifice, there arises the 
question — ^Is there no restriction ? Or is the choice limited to any one Sub- 
stance ? - 

The PUrmpaJesa is as follows ; — No form of substance is found to be- 
declared anywhere, — Whence it may be taken that one may do as One likes. 
— Objection — But the form of the substance has been declared in the text 
Jijyasyaiva ndvupdmahu paii/r^amdsydm yajan’ [where djyat Clarified Butter, 
is spoken of as the substance to be offered at the Updmshuydja]; hence 
Clarified Butter should be the substance used at the Updmshuydja.*-^ 
Answer — ^Even so, there is no restriction, any Clarified Butter may bo 
taken up and offered at the sacrifice.” 

StJTRA (48). 

[SiDDHANTA] — I n FACT, IT SHOULD BE THAT CONTAINED IN 
THE DHBUVI- VESSEL, AS THIs’ IS THE SUBSTANCE 
CONNECTED WITH ALL. 

BM§ya. 

The offering should be made out of the Clarified Butter containedln the 
Dhruvd-vesael, and not any and every Clarified Butter! — ^Why ? — Because this 
is the avhstance connected with all ; Le. the said Clarified Butter is connected 
with all sacrificed; as declared in the following text — ‘The Clarified 
Butter that is contained in the Dhruvd is what has been obtained for 
the purpose of all sacrifices’. — Hence the offering in question should be 
made out of the Clarified Butter contained in the Dhruvd-vessel. 


Adhikara^ta (16) : At the ^UpdmsJiuydja\ the deity 
is the same as that at the Original Primary 
Sacrifice, 

SUTRA (49). 

[PCrvapak§a]— “ The same should be the case with the 
Deity also.” 

BMsya. 

In regard to the Deity of the Updmshuyaja, there arises the question— - 
Is there no restriction ? Or is there a restriction ? 

The Purmpak^a is as follows ; — “ Just as, under the Purvapaksa of the 
preceding Adhikarana, there is no restriction regarding the substance, so in 
the same manner, there should be no restriction regarding the deity. — 'Objec- 
tion — ‘ But Agni and Soma have been enjoined as the Deities.’ — Answer — > 
That text is more like a narrative statement than like an Injunction, — 
Objection — ‘In that case we should take the deities to be enjoined in the 
texts Vi^urupdmshu yaatavyah, etc. etc.’ — Answer — It has been already 
explained that the texts referred to serve' the purpose of avoiding the 
defect of ‘Jdmi’ [Vide Sutra, 2. 2, 9 et. aeg.], and as such, are purely 
declamatory. — From all this it follows that there can be no restriction 
regarding the deity at the Updmshuydja,” 

SUTRA (60). 

■[Siddhanta] — It should be one oe those belated to the entire 

PBEFOBMANOE — ON THE BASIS OP THE CONTEXT. 

Bhdsya. 

There can be no sacrifice without a Deity ; — there can be no idea of the 
deity unless there is a declaration to that effect;— the deity enjoined in 
connection with one sacrifice can have no connection with another sacrifice ; — 
hence we should connect the Updmshuydja with someone of the several 
deities connected with the Context and thus deduce the required deity ; and 
as the needs of the situation would be met by one deity, we may take it to 
be anyone of those connected with the Context. 



Adhikarana ( 17 ) ; At the ^ Updmshuydja\ the deities 
should he Yistm and the rest, and it should he 
performed during the Faurimmdsa sacrifice, 

SUTRA (51). 

[PtJBVAPAK§A (A)] — “PbAJAPATI SHOULD BE THE DeITY, BECAUSE 
OF THE CHARACTER.” 



It has been explained that the deity should be one of those connected 
with the Context. — Now there arise the following questions: — As among 
those connected with the Context, is there no restriction ? — Or should it be 
Prajdpati'l or Agni^ or Vianul Should the Updmshuydja be performed 
during the Daraha sacrifice ? Or during the PHrmmdaa sacrifice, the deity 
being V.i^u only ? Or should the Updmshuydja be performed at both 
(Darsha and Purnamdsa) and there should be option regarding the deity ? 
Or should the Updmshuydja be performed during the Purnamdsa sacrifice 
only, Visnu and the rest being the deities ? — These are the views possible here. 

The PurvapaTc§a (A) is as follows — Prajdpati should he the deity i — 
why? — because of the character', the ‘character’ of ‘Updmshu’, silence, 
belongs to Prajdpati alone ; as is clear from the declaration that ‘ At the 
sacrifice, whatever is done in connection with Prajdpati should be done in 
silence ’ ; — and inasmuch as the sacrifice in question is named ‘ Updmshu’' , 
it follows that verily silence is its characteristic ; that is to say, there is to 
be no loudness in connection with the sacrifice itself or in connection 
with its accessories ; from this it follows that Prajdpatilis the deity connected ■ 
with it ; as it is Prajdpati who heis the character of ‘ silence ’ ; if there 
were any other deity, loudness would come into the sacrifice.” 

SUTRA (52), 

[PuRVAPAKSA (B)] — “But thebe is ho indication of the Deity; 

THE EXPRESSION IN THIS CONNECTION IS EXTREMELY WEAK; 

HENCE THE DeITY SHOULD BE, DETERMINED BY 
PRIORITY OF CLAIM.” 

BM§ya. 

The term ‘ tu ’ (‘but’) implies the rejection of the view set forth above. 

- “ It is not right that Prajdpati should be the deity at the Updmshuydja ; 

in fact, the deity should be Agni,. who is the most important among the 
deities connected with the Oontbxt. — ^The character of ‘silence’, — declared 
in the text * One should offer sacrhficos tp Prajdpati in silence ’, — does not 
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indicate Prajdpati as the deity (of the Updmshuydja). — ‘But silence is a 
•character heloriging to Prajapati^ as declared in the text that whatever is 
■done for Prajdpati should he done in silence', — The answer to this is as 
follows — ^This text has the form of a reiterative reference, and hence it must 
be regarded as a mere declamation commendatory of the injunction that 
‘ The offering to Prajdpati should be made m silence'. — In this connection ,- — 
i.e. at the Updmshuydja — the expression is extremely weah [i.e. not sufficiently 
expressive]. From all this it follows that Prajdpati cannot be the deity at 
the Updmshuydja i that deity should be who is the most important 

among those connected with the Context.” 

SOTRA (53). 

{PUEVAPAK§A (C)]— “In reality, it should be Vxi?nu; because oe 

THE DECLARATION OF THE ‘ HaUTRA-MaNTBA ’ J FOB THI& SAME 
EBASON, THE SUBSTANCE OFFERED SHOULD ALSO BE THE 
SAME AS THAT AT THE BaBSHA SACRIFICE ; AS IT 
IS AT THIS SACRIFICE THAT THE SAID 
‘ HaUTBA ’ IS FOUND_ TO BE 
USED.” 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ m’ (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

“ It is not right that Agni should be the deity; in fact, Visnu should bk 
the deity, — because of the declaration of the ' Hautra-Mantra in connection 
with the Bars/io-sacrifice, the Hautra-Mantra laid down as to be used is 
that related to Vi§nu — viz. : the Mantra — * Idam visiiurvichakrame pratad- 
vigr^uh stuvate vlryena ' ; this declaration has some sense only if is the 

deity at the Updmshuydja. — Even so would the declaration of the Mantra 
at the Darsha-sacrifice have some sense if the Updmshuydja were performed 
at the Darsha-sacrifioe." 

SUTRA (54). 

[PuBVAPAKSA (D) — continued] — “In fact, it should be performed 

AT THE PaURNAMASA, AS THAT IS WHAT IS MENTIONED IN THE 
MAIN text; — THE MaNTRA, BEING THE SUBSIDIARY 
FACTOR, SHOULD BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
THE PRINCIPAL FACTOR.” 

BM§ya. 

“It is admitted that is the d^ty, but we do not accept the view 

that the Updmshuydja is to be pea?lotmed at the Darsha-sacriflce ; because 
the text enjoining it lays it down as tb be performed on the PuU-moon Day 
{Paunpxmdsi ) — ‘ Ajyasyaim ndvupdnishu paur^amdsydm yajcm.' Under the 
circumstances the mere Manimdos^ oanJobt drag it down to the Darsha- 
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sacrifice-, because the Man«m in question has been laid down in connection 
with the Updmshuydja ; from which it follows that the Mantra is to be 
used where the Updmshuydja is performed ; — not that the Updmshuydja is to 
be performed where the Mantra is used; because it is for the Updmshuydja 
that the Mantra has been laid down, not the Updmshuydja for the Manira,'' 

SUTBA (55). 

[PljBVAPAK§A (D) — concluded\ — “ Furthbb, at the botype of the 
Dabsha-sacbtfice, the immediate sequbnob between , 
the Cake and the Oubd-Butteb-Mixttjee 

IS SHOWN.” 

Bhasya. 

“ For the following reason also the Updmshuydja is not to be performed 
at the Darahasacrifice t—At the ectype of the Darsha-sacrifice, — ^i.e. at the 
Sdkamprasihdpya, — we find immediate sequence between the Cake and the 
Curd-Butter-Mixture.— ‘ How ? ’ — ^In the text ‘ Ajyahhdgdhhydm pracharyd<- 
gneyena puroddshendgnldhe sruchau praddya sdha humhhlhMrahhikrd- 
mannaha — the immediate sequence of the Agniya cake that is indicated is to 
the Curd-Butter-Mixture, not to the Updmshuydja, From this it is clear 
that the Updmshuydja is not to be performed at the Darsha-sacrificey 


SUTRA (56). 

[PdBVAPAK^A (B)]— “ In fact, what is laid down SPECIFICALLY IN 
EBFEBENCE TO THE ‘ PaEBNAMASI ’ IS THE DeITY AgNI- 
SOMA ; HENCE THE SACBIFICB IN QUESTION SHODLD 
BE. TAKEN AS TO BE PERFORMED 
AT BOTH.” 



The term * tu’ (‘in fact- )' implies the rejection of the above view. 

“ It is not right that the Updmshuydja should be performed at the 
PaUripmaiM-sacrifice ; in-fact, it should be performed at both {Darsha and 
jPcttt^amdsa), and there should be an option regarding the Deity.— Why 

sp f Because the Updmshuydja has been laid down in the text, ‘ Offers the 

XJpdmshMydja in the interval’, in a general way, without reference to any 
particular sacrifice.— As for the text quoted above—' Ajyasyaiva ndvupdm- 
shu pauniMmdsydm yajan\ this only lays down a particular deity in 
connection with the Paurpamdsi. From, all this it follows that when the 
Updmshuydja is performed on the Ptmntamdsl, the deity is Agni-Soma , — 
and when it is performed on the DafshOf^dAie deity is Vi^u , — on the basis of 
the Mantra -text; thus there is to be optioh regarding the deity.” 
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SUa?BA (67). 

[SiPDHANTA]— As A MATTER OF FACT, IT HAS BEEN ENJOINED AFTER 
prohibition; hence Vis ntj should occupy 
THE SAME POSITION. 

BMsya. 

What has been asserted, — to the effect that the Upamshu should be 
performed at both sacrifices {Darsha and Paurnamdsa), and that there 
should be option regarding the deity,— is not right; as a matter of fact, the. 
Upamshuydja should be performed at the Paurnamdsa only, and therein the 
deities should be Vimu and the rest (specially named).— Why so t— Because 
it has been enjoined after prohibition . — “ What is the meaning of this being 
enjoined after prohibition 7 — ^What is meant is that it has been ebjoined in 
connection with the Paurnamdsa, leaving aside the •“ How ? ” — 

Starting with the words ^Ajyasyaiva ndvupdmshu paurnamdsydm yajan \ the 
text goes on to say — ‘ Jdmi vd etad yajhasya kriyate yadanvanchau puroddshau, 
Updmshuydja-mantard yajati ’ ; from this it is clear that it is to be performed 
at the Paurndrmsa. It is in this same connection that there is the text — 

* Vi^nwupdmshu yastavyo ‘jdmitvdya, prajdpatirupdmahu yajgtavyo ^ jamitvaya, 
agmaomdvupdmshu yajstavydvajdmltvdya ’.—From all this it follows that the 
Updmshuydja is to be performed at the Paurpamdsa and Visnn {Prajapatl 
and Agni-Soma) are the deities at it. 


■ SUTRA (58). 

To THE SAME END THERE IS AN INDICATIVE TEXT„ 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also the Updmshuydja should not be performed 
at the Darsha . — “For what reason ? ” — ^There is a text pointing to the same 
conclusion. — “ How ? ’’—There is the text declaring that ‘ Fourteen oblation.s 
are offered at the Paurnamdsa, and thirteen at the Darsha ’ ; [according to the 
Purvapak^l the number of oblations at the Darsha would be fourteen, not 
thirteen. Hence it follows that the Updmshuydja is not to be performed at 
the Darsha, 

SUTRA (69). 

What is not subsidiary, if mentioned only once, cannot 

^ COME IN AT both; AS THEBE CAN BE NO CONNECTION. 


For the following reason also the. Updmshuydja should not be performed 
at the Darsha : — What has been mentioned only once , — if it is not a svAsidiary— 
cannot come in at both. It is cBily a subsidiary which subse;wes the purposes 
of a primary act that can come in at both ;^the sacrifice in question, however, 
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is a primary act, not subsidiary; — as such, when it is mentioned in connec- 
tion with the PuT^mdaa, it cannot come in at the Daraha ; — became there 
can he no connection i i.e. one primary cannot be connected with another 
primary. 

SUTRA (60). 


Inasmuch as aocijssohies abb subservient to others, it 

IS tfHE COMING IN OF THESE THAT INDICATES 
THE MARKS OF iNJUNCTIONi 


Irtuamuch aa acceaaoriea are subaervient to othera, it is the coming in of 
these at the Primaries tJiat indicatea th^ marlea of the Injunction , — not the 
coming in of the Primaries, as theM> are not subservient to others. — ^How 
so ? — ^This is clear from the text — ‘ ApaumanMvdjyabhdgau yajati, ehadaaha 
praydjdn yajati ekddaahdnuydjdn * . — ^For this reason also the Updmahuydja 
is not to be performed at the Daraha. 


SUTRA (61). 


Also because it has not been mentioned in connection 

WITH THE EOTYPE. 


BMsya. 

The Updmahuydja has not been mentioned in connection with the 
Sdhamprafdhapya, an ectype of the Daraha . — ^How ? — The text is — * Jjya- 
bhdgdbhydtn praeharya dgnSyena oha puroddahendgmdhi aruchau praddya 
aaha kumbhibhirabhikrdrnanrtdha * , — ^whieh shows that what comes after 
the JLgniya cake is the OwdrButier-Miseture, not the Updmahuydja. From 
this also it follows that the Updmahuydja is not to be performed at the 
Daraha. ^ 


4 ; - . 5' 1 . -I' i ■> •. s . t t ^ r --V -■ 


Adhikaraija (18) : The Updnishuydja is to he performed at 
that Purnamdsa also where there is only one Gahe. 

SUTRA (62). 

[PCevapaksa — continued] — “It should be at that Paubnamasi 

ALONE WHERE THEBE ABE TWO CAKES; BECAUSE OF THE ' 
MENTION OF THE *INTEEVAL’ (‘ANTAKI’).” 

Bhd^ya. • 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnmnasa, there is the text — ‘ Updmshu- 
ydjamantard yajatV ['One performs the Updmshuydja in the interval’]; — 
it has been found that the Vpamshuydja should be performed at the 
Purykamdsa only and at that the deities are Visnu {Prajdpati and Agtd- 
Soma) ; — after the Soma-sacrifice, there is performed the Purwimdsa- sacrifice 
with two Cakes, and prior to the Soma-sacrifice, the Purnarmsa that is 
performed is with one Cake only. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is the Updmshuydja to 
be performed at that Purijamdsa only where there are two Cakes ? Or at 
that where there are two Cakes, and also at that where there is one Gahe ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows:— “If should be performed at that alone 
where there are two Oakes ; — why ? — because of the mention of the ‘ interval ’ ; 
the Updmshuydja is found mentioned along with the terra ‘interval’, in 
the text, ‘One performs the Updmshuydja during the interval’’; — inas- 
much as the ‘ Cakes ’ have been spoken of in the preceding sentence, this 
' interval ’ must mean the interval between the two Cakes ; — such an ‘ interval ’ 
is possible only when there are two Cakes, not when there is only one 
Cake ; so that if the Updmshuydja were performed where there is only 
one Cake, it would mean the doing of what is not in accordance with the 
injunctions. Hence it should be performed only where there are two 
OakesP 

SUTRA (63). 

[PQbvafak§a — contintied] — “Also because it is foe the 

PURPOSE OF AVOIDINC THE ‘ JAMI 

Bhdfya. 

“ For the following reason also the Updmshuydja should be performed 
only where there are two Cakes.— For what reason ? — It is found to be 
declared as serving the purpose of avoiding the defect of ‘Jdmi’, in the 
text — ‘ Jdmi vd etad yajhasya kriyate yadanvahchau puroddshau, UpdmshAi- 
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■yajamaniar& yajati, pisnurupamshu ycisfatjyo'jdinitvdya, pm^patinipdmshu 
yaapavyo’jdndtmi/a, agntsomdtmpdmahu yaatavydvajamitvdya'i- — ‘Jdmi' is 
similarUyi is iMs similarUy between two Cakes that has been declarM 
to be a defect, in the text * J ami vd etad yajnasya hrlyate yadanvanchau 
puroddshau ’ ; after a Cake has been made, what follows as similar to it must be 
a Gahe ; the remedly for » defect can be adopted only when the defect is there | 
and [as this defect of two similar Cakes is possible only where there are 
two Gahesl it folloVs that the Updmshuydja should be performed where 
there are fwo Cafces.” 

SOTRA (64). 

[Objection to PObvapak§a]— If it be held that it is eob that 

ONLY, — ^THAT OAISTNOT BE J AS THE FACT IS THAT 
IT IS THE BBEDOMINANT FAOTOB. 

BMsya, . 

If it is your view that — “ because of the mention of the interval, the 
‘Updmshuydja can be performed only at that Pdrnamdsa where there are two 
Cakes”, — then, that is not so ; because the fact is that it is the predominant 
factor 5 as a matter of fact, the Purrymidsa is the predominant, and the 

* interval’, the subordinate, factor; — ^the Updmshuydja has been enjoined 
as part of the Pdrnamasa sacrifice ; — and the * interval ’ is subordinate 
even to the Updmshuydja ; — the One^Gahe PdrnamJdsa sacrifice also is a 

* Piirnamdsa ’ ; — so that what is there by reason of which the Updmshuydja 
could' not be performed at the One-Gake PurvMmdsa ? As for the accessory 
detail of ‘ interval this would not be adopted at it simply because it is not 
possible to adopt it. So that even when there is no ‘interval’ at the 
One-Gake Purnamdsa, the Updmshuydja should be performed. 

SCTRA (65). 

Also because the connection would be with what 
HAS not BEEN ENJOINED. 

Bhasya. 

Under the view in question, it would be necessary to assume that 
‘ the Updmshuydja has the interval for its accessory’, which would inyolve 
the assumption of the connection of the Updmshuydja with the interval, 
which has not been ‘ enjoined ' or declared as siich ; i.e. we do not find the 
interval enjoined anywhere at all. From this also it follows that the 
Updmshuydja should be performed at that Piirnamdsa sacrifice where there 
,is 0‘nly one CJake, . ' - ’''r"*' " 
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S^TRA (66). 

[PObvapak^in’s answer to the above objection]”*' But it would ■ 

COME IN BY THE ORIGINAL INJUNCTION ITSELE ; BECAUSE THE 

THING IS THEBE WITHOUT SETTING ASIDE THE ACCESSORY, — 
BECAUSE THE ‘INTERVAL* IS ACTUALLY. ENJOINED, — 

BECAUSE IT IS CONTINGENT, — ^AND BECAUSE IT IS 
ONLY IN THE ABSENCE OF IT THAT IT COULD BE 
DONE WHERE IT HAS NOT BEEN HEARD OF.” 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘tu* (‘but*) implies the rejection of the objection set 
forth above. . 

“It is not true that the interval has not been enjoined as an accessory ; 
in fact, the Updmahuydja comes into the interval by virtue of the original 
injunction itself; i.e. the interval has been declared to be the accessory 
of the Updmshuydja in the original injunction itself — ‘ One performs the 
Updmahuydja during the interval '. — ^Thus it is Without setting aside this 
accessory that the thing ( Updmeihuydja) can come in ; so that it could 
not come in where there would be only one Geike (and hence no interval). < 
Nor would it become futile if not performed where there is only one Cake ; - 
because the ‘interval’ is actually present in cases where there are two 
Cakes. — Without it,- — i.e. if there were no such thing as interval, — if there 
were no declaration oi a case with two Cakes, then alone could the XJpdmshu- 
ydfa be performed in a case where there is only one Cake; as a matter 
of fact, however, there ia the Punymtdsa with two Oakes, where there 
is room for the Upcmahmydja ; — Whence there should be no performance of 
the Updmahuydfa at a Punyamdaa where there is only one Cake.” 

S0TRA (67). 

[SiDDHANx’A] — ^AS A MATTER OF FACT, IT SHOULD BE AT 

both; as such is the injunction. 

Bhdsya. 

The term *tu' (‘as a matter of fact’) implies the rejection of the 
above view. 

As a matter of fact, the Vpamahuyaja should be performed at both 
kinds of PurvMmdaa sacrifice,— i.e. also at that where there is only one 
Cake- 7 (as at that where there are two Cakes).— “ Why ? ’’—Secaw^e such 
is the injuncHon ; as a matter of fact, the Updmshuydja has been laid down 
as to be performed also where there is only one Cake ; because that also 
is * Punsuimdaa ' sacrifice (just as mu^h as that where there are two Cakes), 
and that is all that is found in the injunctive sentence, * Ajyasyaiva 
navupdmshu pauriyirmsy&m yafan'; ip fact, if the term •paurriamdai' (as 
here used) were excluded from cases where there is only one Cake, it would 
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be an outrage upon it. From all this it follows that the Up^kmlmyaja 
should be performed at that Paur^maaa sacrifice also where there is only 
one Cake. 

' StJTilA (68). 

Inasmuch as aocbssoeies abe subsbevibnt to the bbingipal act, 

THE DBOLABATION SHOULD BE TAKEN AS QUALIMED BY 
THE PHBASE ‘-WHEN POSSIBLE — AS IN THE 
CASE OE THE ‘UPAVfi§A’.- 

Bhdaya. 

The ‘ interval ’ has been declared to be an accessory, which must be sub- 
servient to the principal aet of the Updmah/uydja ; the sense therefore is that 
the ‘interval’ should help in the performance of the Upamahuydja ;—fts a 
matter of fact, however, this ‘interval’ cannot help the sacrifice when 
it is performed at the Paurimmdm with only one Cake [as in this case 
no interval is possible] ; — and yet, as this also would be a case of ‘ Paurya- 
mdsa sacrifice’, the Upamshuydja that has been laid down as to be 
performed ‘ at the Paunymmsa ’ must be performed at that performance of ’ 
the Paurn,amdsa also where there is only one Cake;— and having been 
laid down as to be performed * in the interval ’, the Upamshuydja is 
also recognised as to be performed ‘in the interval’; — at the ‘ One-Cake 
Paunwimdsa', however, there can be no ‘interval’; — hence the in- 
junction laying down the ‘interval’ as an accessory should be taken 
as qualified by the phrase ‘when possible ’. — This would be as in the 
case of (he ‘ Upave^a ’ ; in tie case of the injunction ‘ One places the Pans 
with the Upavesd*, it is understood .to mean that this is to be done 
‘ when the Upavesa is there ’ ; — similarly in the case in question, the 
Updmshuydja would be performed ‘ in the interval ’ when the ‘ interval ’ 
would be there.— From all this it follows that it should be performed 
at the ‘ one-cake ’ Paurnxtmdaa also. 

SUTBA (69). 

FuBTHEB, thebe would be no TRANSGRESSION OF THE TIME, 

AS THE ‘TWO Oakes’ are mere indicators. 

Bhdsya. 

. Says the Opponent — “ The Updmshuydja has been declared to have the 
‘ interval ’ as an accessory ; — hence, at the One-Cake-Pawnjamdsa, as this 
‘ interval ’ would not be there, ther Updmshuydja, even though performed, . 
could not bring about its result, as it would be defective for want of 
the said accessory : — and as it would be fruitless, it should not be per- 
formed. The injunction of the Updmshuydja as to be performed ‘in the 
intervaV does not contain the quaJifying phrase ‘where there is intervaV ; 
in fact, the injunction is in the, unqualified form, which is applicable to 
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all cases of the PaMr^ia^msa,— that at which only one Cake is used as 
well as that at which two Cakes are used. Hence at the One-Cake Paunja- 
masa, it would not be performed ; simply because there would be no 
need for it (the ‘interval’ not being there). — ^It might be argued that — 
‘in that case, inasmuch as the performance of the Updmshuyaja would 
not be possible at it, the One-Cake Paurnamdsa should not be per- 
formed at all — ^That does not affect the case ; the performance may be 
there, but it will be fruitful only when there would be two Cakes (and 
hence the requisite ‘ interval ’ 

The answer to the above is as as follows : — There would be no per- 
formance of the Updmshuyaja at the One-Cake-Paurnamdsa, if such per- 
formance were really defective (and hence fruitless) ; — as a matter of fact 
however, it is not defective, because the ‘ interval ’ has not been declared as an 
accessory of the sacrifice ; it has been mentioned only as an indicator of time, 
the sense being that it is to be performed at the time inter vening between the 
offering of the two Cakes. — “ How so ? ” — It is in reference to these ‘ two 
Cakes’ that we have the following injunction — ‘ Jdwi vd etad yajnasya 
kfiyate yadanmhchau puroddshau, updmshuydjamantard yajatU [‘ It becomes 
a serious defect, Jdmi, in the sacrifice if two Cakes follow such other 
in close succession, — the Updmshuyaja is performed in the interval'})- 
which means that the Updmahuydja should be performed in such a manner 
as to separate the two Cakes, — i.e. at that particular time. — And of this 
time, there would he no transgression, even at the One-Cake-Paurrpxmdsa. — 
“Why?” — The time that is indicated as ‘between the two Cakes’ (i.e. 
the ‘interval’ between them) is the same as that which comes after 
the first Cake; under the circumstances, even though at the One-Cake 
Pauriparndsa, * two Cakes ’ \^ould not be there, yet the first Cake, Agneya, 
would be there ; so that the time following after this Agrwya Cake would be 
that time which has been indicated by the term ‘interval’. For instance, 
when it is said — (a) ‘Come at the Ndga-time', {b) ‘Come at the Shahhha- 
timeh (c) ‘Come at the Pataha-time' , — though a certain village may 
not have a ‘ Ndga' or ‘ShaHkha' or ‘Pafaha', yet the time indicated 
is understood to be just the same, and the * Coming ’ is done at 
that time ; — in the same manner, it should be in the case in question 
also. — Prom all this it follows that the Updmshuyaja should be per- 
formed at that Pawr^iaTwasa' sacrifice also where there is only 'one Cake. 

SUTRA (70). 

As E'OR THE ‘ AVOIDING OF JaMI IT IS FOR THE PURPOSE OF 

PRAISE. 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 63) that “ it is for the purpose of avoid- 
ing the Jdmi ” ; this has got'to be refuted. The refutation is as follows : — 
What has been referred to is in praise of the Updmshuyaja, expressed figura- 
tively, and the ‘avoidance of Jdmi' has not been laid down as. thej 
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result folIow.„g from so f-It is only when an act has been 

enjoined that its purpose (or result) is laid down._It may be argued 
that “the UpamshuyS^a itself may be regarded as enjoined “.-But that 
would involve the incongruity of the injunction of two things (syn- 
tactical spUt). Nor again is the ‘avoiding of Jd»i' a result desirable 
m .tself—From all this it follows that it is mere praise; in the same 
manner as the Upaetaraiyi and Abhigharava have been spoken of as 
‘brmgmg^about immortality-, in the sentence, ‘ AmrUim vH ajpam: mar- 
tyam havih, yadupaatrtyiti aihigharayati amrtshutimvainam kami ’ 

Prom all this it follows that the Vpamahuyaja should be performed at 
that Paurnamasa also where there is only one Cake. 


End of Pada viii of Adhyaya X. 


End of Adhyaya X. 





ADHYAYA XL 

PADA L 

Adhikarana (1): The result of the Darsha-Purnantasa 
is brought up collectively by the six main sacrifices 
that comprise it. ' 

SCTRA- (1). 

[Siddh1nta]~The acts ' though separate, should be regarded 

AS * ONE ACT — ^BECAUSE THEY ARE RELATED TO A (SINGLE) 
PURPOSE, AND BECAUSE THEY ARE NAMED BY A 
SINGLE TERM, 

Bhdsya. 

Under Discourse X, the treatment of ‘ Exclusion’ and ‘Inclusion ’ has 
been finished ; now under Discourse XI, we are going to deal with Tantra 
(Common, Centralisation) and A^>apa (Uncommon, Decentralisation). — 
That is called * Tantra^ (common, centralised) which, done once, benefits 
several things ; e.g. one lamp lighted among several Brdhmaf^ae ; and that is 
* Avdpa’ (uncommon, decentralised) which help? several things through 
repetition; e.g. the applying of Sandal-paste to those same several 
Brahmanas, — In this connection they quote the following verse — ‘That 
which is common is Tantra ; it is not prompted by the needs of other 
things; so also is Prasanga (an extended Tantra), which has its own 
injunction present ’. — ‘ S&dhciranam hhavcl tantram\ That which is cormnon 
is 'Tantra', — this has been already explained ; — ‘ Pardrthe tvaprayojakah' , 
‘ It is not prompted by the needs of other things ’ ; — i.e. that which has been laid 
down for the sake of something else, and is performed for the purposes of, 
and is helpful to, that thing, — is not prompted by any other thing ; e.g. the 
killing of the animal is laid down for the sake of the sacrifice, and is performed 
for the purposes of the sacrifice, and it also helps in the acts of the ‘ removal 
of blood and excreta’, though these latter are not the prompters of that 
killing. — 'Svameva prasa’hgah yat', ‘So also is Prasanga' \ but there is this 
difference that in the case of Prasanga, its own injunction is present;, 
though there is another injunction of its own, yet, its purposes having been 
served by the injunction of the othei? thing (Le. the common factor of the 
Tantra), it is not done ovea: again (by virtue of its own separate injunction). 
For example, the Praydjas have their performance laid down by the 
Injunction of the Pashu^sacriflce as also by the injunction of the ‘ Pashu- 
puro^dsha' ; but when they are performed for the purposes of the Pashu- 
sacrifice, they help, by that same performance, the Pashu-puroddsha also, — 
and are not performed again for the purposes of this latter (though there is 
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a separate injuaction to this effect). [Prasa^a is dealt with in detail 
dnder Pada i of Discourse XII.] 

[This is by way of liUrodtiction ] — 

We now proceed to explain the subject-matter of the Discourse. 
It has been declared that Tantra (Common) and Avdpa (Uncommon) are 
going to be dealt with. This is what we proceed to do now. 

At the Darsha-Purnamdsa, there are six main component sacrifices — 
the Agniya and the rest ; the attainment of Heaven has been declared to 
be the result of these, in the text ‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the 
Dargjte-PiiryKiwasa sacrifices’. 

The question that arises is — ^Does this result proceed from all the six 
sacrifices in common (collectively) ? — Or from each of them severally ? 

There are simil a r questions in regard to all composite sacrifices, the 
CMlurtndsya and the rest. 

Preliminary Objection — “ The text quoted does not speak of Heaven as 
the result at all; — -the term * svargakdmah' (‘desiring heaven’) denotes the 
Person', the term ^ yajeta' .(‘should perform the sacrifice’) denotes the 
performance of the sacrifice, — and it is these two factors {Person and 
Performance of tfie sacrifice) tlmt are connected together by means of the 
sentence ; — what word then is there which speaks of the Result ? ” 

The answer to this is that the Result is spoken of by this same term 
‘ smrgaMmah ’ ( ‘ desiring heaven ’ ). 

“ But this term denotes the Person*' 

There is no person of the name of ‘ amrgakdma \ 

“ But that person 'la svargakama who has the desire {Mma) for heaven 
{smrga)” 

This is exactly what we do not know — ^who is the person having the 
desire for heaven : because it is just possible that the man who is desiring 
heaven (at one time) may be not desiring heaven (at another time). 

“In that case, the term may be taken as indicating the time — the 
sense being that ‘ one should perform the sacrifice at the time that he has the 
desire for heaven' ” 

But here also there cannot be any particular time at which a man 
must necessarily have the desire for heaven ; as a matter of fact, all sorts of 
desires appear in man at all sorts of times without any restriction ; so that 
no particular point of time can be taken as indicated by the terra ‘ desiring 
heaven’.' 

“In that case, the term * svargakdmah' may not denote the Person, nor 
the time ; it may be taken as indicating the fact that desire for the particular 
result ia the incentive to action, — the sense being that ‘ one should perform 
the sacrifice when the desire for the particular result Heaven has appeared 
in him ’ ; just as in another case it is understood that ‘ one should perform a 
certain sacrifice when the Pan is broken*.” 

This view has been completely refuted above under Buiras 6. 2. 9-10. 
Such acts as the Agnihotra and the like are essential, compulsory, — if then 
these were laid down as to be performed on the appearance of certain con- 
ditions, then this essenticd oharaetei' of 'theirs would be lost ; and this would 
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militate against those injunctions which lay down th^ acteases»0frfwl,«t;b he- 
performed ‘as long as one lives’, as also against such indicative texte a® 
Apava esa . . . .atipdtayet^ (which are indicative ol the essmtial and eom- 
pulsory character of the I><ir«lia-P«rnajndsa sacrific<^). 

The only alternative left therefore is that the term * smrgaMma* 
(‘ desiring heaven ’) he taken as laying down the BesuM. 

Question — “ But how can this sentence enjoin the Itesalt ? ” 

Answer — The sentence ‘ Svargdkamo yajUa* (‘Detiring heaven one 
should perform, sacrifice’) can mean either — (a) tiiat ‘the man Mmting- 
heaven is enjoined to perform the sacrifice’, as in the sentence * 
rtvijah pracharanti' {‘The red-turbaned priests go along*, the reA-l^fbami 
priests are enjoined to go along), — or (6) that ‘the performmu^ of the 
sacrifice is enjoined for the man desiring heaven'*, — as in the case of such 
sentences as ‘The dirty man should bathe’, ‘the hungry man tiiould eat’ 
[the bathing is enjoined for the dirty man, and the eating for the htmgry 
man]. If it be, as in (a), that ‘ the man desiring heaven fe enjoined to 
perform the act ’, — then, even though thus enjoined, the man may not ti^e 
Tip the act ; for what man is there who would undertake so much trouble 
for a purpose not his own ? The injunction of the act therefore wouM be 
futile. On the other hand, if it be, as in (6), that ‘ the sacrifice is enjoined 
for the man desiring heaven’, then as the act of sacrificing would be hdlpful 
to the man, he would perform it as conducive to his own purpose ; and in 
this case the injunction of the act would come to serve a useful purpose. 
Further, if the sentence is taken as an injunction of the sacrifice, the direct 
denotation of the words is retained ; — ^whereas if the mm desiring heaven is 
taken as enjoined, what is retained is the indication of Syntactical Connec- 
tion. — From all this it follows that the sacrifice is helpful to the man 
desiring heaven. If the sacrifice were condudive to bringing to tii© 
performer such benefits as several sons, cattle, landed property, food-grains 
and so forth, — and were to bring to him any one of tiiese, — then no 
significance would attach to the term * svargakamah* (‘d^iring h®avea*), 
and it would stand for the mere man (as the agunt) ; and m this ease also, 
this term would be entirely superfluous ; as the mere man (aa the agent) is 
already signified by the verb itself. — From all this it follows that Heaven is 
the result following from the 

Now, in regard to the Darsha-Ptarfiamdsa saorifioea and otlMr such acts, 
which comprise several minor sacrifices, there arises tine question — -Does the 
result follow from all these component sacrifices in common (collectively) ? 
or severaUy ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows— “It follows from them severally. — 
Why ? — All these minor sacrifices, Agneya and the rest (which go to make 
up the Darsha-Pumjetmasa ), . are principal etcts, laid down' by sejwucate 
independent injimotions, and as such require separate resnlhs also; — and 
when in close proximity to them, some such definite result as ‘Heaven* is 
mentioned, it becomes connected with each of the said acts, aseachoftiii^ 
requires a separate result for itself.— Hence it follows that there js a 
separate result following from each of the principal acta.” 
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Im answer to tMs, the following Siddkmta is set f<^rth '.—The acts, thozigh 
sefmrute, ^mdd be regarded m *one act', because they are related to a single- 
pmpom and hemme fhey are*imn^ by a single term ; — that is to say, though 
the Mgmya and other sacrifices are distinct from each other, they should be 
regarded as ‘ one act ’ ; — ^why ? — became they are related to a single purpose ; 

* purpose* is resuM, — and to the r^ult all those sacrifices are related — i.e. 
eoanectoi — cotteetively. — In the term ' aika-harmyam' (‘ one act’), the term 
‘fa*r?raa* (‘act’) really stends for the reardt, in the sense that it is the 
that is brought obota {hriyate iti karma)', hence the sense is that 
thc» of which the Result is one, are ' one act’, — and the character 

of bemg one act is'* aikakarmya which term thus means * one result 

“How do yon know that the Agneya and other sacrifices are related to 
the result ctM&dively ? ” 

Beccmse dkcy are named by a single term ', there is the single term 
{* JMr^M.-Butnam&xt') which signifies all these sacrifices collectively, and it 
is through this term that the sacrifices have been connected with the Result, 
in the sentence ‘ Darshapurnamd^hyam svargakamah yaj^ta' [‘Desiring 
heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purnamdm sacrifices’] ; — and from 
this it follows that the result follows from all the sacrifices collectively, not 
severakly. For instance, when it is said that ‘ The well should be dug by the 
viUage't — ^inasmuch as the toeU-digging is laid down through the collective 
noun ‘village*, it is a single well that is dug by the villagers collectively, and 
each villager does not dig a separate well; — th.e same should bo the case 
with the text in question. 

S^TRA (2), 

[Ohf&diem} — “Thb purpose vbeilt shoui.b vary with each act, 

LIKE AUXILIABY BETAILS.” 

Bhdsya, 

“There is no such universal rule as that ‘whatever is related to a 
collective term pertains to the components collectively’; because some 
such thing may pertain to them severally also ; e.g. when such expressions 
are used as ‘ Gandya snetnam ’ (* Bath for the clan ’), * Qandya anulepanam ’ 
(‘ Sandal-paste for the clan ’), such auxiliary details as ‘ sandal-paste ’ and 
the like, even though spoken of in connection with the collective noun ‘ Oana ’ 
(‘tribe*), is not connected with the components of the tribe collectively, — 
it is, on the other hand, connected with each individual member of the clan ; so 
tlmt the Bathing and the Sandal-paste are repeated with each member. Thus 
tihen, the reason put forward, — being related to a collective term — cannot prove 
either that * like auxiliary details, the Result should vary with each component 
sacsrifice*,. or that ‘like the well, it i^hld be common to all’. — It is 
necessary therefore to bring forward some ether reason which would lead 
definitely to one conclusion.” 

This reason is set forth in the^fbUewing 8€tra 
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SUTRA (3). 

As SUCH IS NO-jf THE INJUNCTION, IT CANNOT BE SO. 

Bhdsya. 

In the case in question the Result is not enjoined in reference to the 
sacrifice, in the sense that ‘ one should perform the sacrifice with heawn ’ ; — 
in fact, it is the sacrifice that is enjoined in reference to the Result, in the 
sense that ‘ one should attain heaven hy means of sacrifice *, — Why so ? 
— The injunctive affix in the word ‘yajeta^ (‘should sacrifice’) enjoins the 
sacrifice by direct denotation, while it could enjoin the Result only indirectly 
through Syntactical Connection ; and so long as Direct Denotation is possible. 
Indication through Syntactical Connection cannot be admitted ; as what is 
expressed by Direct Denotation is the more important of the two. 

' “ What would happen if the Result were enjoined ? ” 

■ If the Result were enjoined, then what is signified by the root * yajati * 
(i.e. the sacrifice) would be merely referred to: as there cannot be any 
connection between two things when both are enjoined or predicated ; — this ’ 
reference could be only to the Agneya and other sacrifices which happen to be 
spoken of in, close proximity to the sentence ; now these sacrifices have been 
laid down as* independent of, and separate from, each other ; so that the 
Result could be related to them only severally. — On the other hand, if it is the 
■sacrifice (signified by root * yajati^) that is enjoined and predicated, then the 
AgnSya and other sacrifices come to be enjoined by means of a collective 
name as to be performed for the purpose of securing the Result; — and 
when they are thus enjoined, their coUective character, which is pointed 
out by their proximity to each other, becomes duly significant and 
emphasised ; specially as there is no reason why itishould not be significant. 

“If the sacrifices are enjoined and predicated, then they cannot be 
qualified by the name ‘ Darsha-Purmmdsa ’, as there can be no qualification 
for what is enjoined or predicated ; the reason for this being that the qualifica- 
tion also cannot but be enjoined, and there can be no connection 
between two enjoined things.” 

What is the need for a ‘ qualification ’ here at all ? — when as a matter 
of fact, in close proximity to,^fche Agneya and other sacrifices whose detailed 
form is cle^irly laid down, there appears the sentence ‘ oiie should perform 
the Darsha-Punmmdaa sacrifices’, where no detailed form is perceptible, 
which fact leads to the conohision that the term ‘yajeta\ (‘perform sacri- 
fices’) deary denotes the group (of sacrifices, Agneya and the rest). 

“In that case why should the term • darshapurnamdsa' be there 
at all ? ” ” 

It may be regarded as useless ; and as such a mere reiterative reference ; 
just like the assertions — ‘The divinity Indra has rained*, ‘The Attthya 
ends with the I^-Cahe * One does not perform the An^syafas 

Or, it may be more reasonable to toVo what is indicated by Syntac- 
tical Connection to be what is enjoined by the sentence in question ; if what 
is directly denoted were tsdcen aa ;the enjoined, then- the term ^darsha- 
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purwmam * wotM become miperfiiioas (as just showB) ; on the other hand, if 
wtefe is ©cKprMrf by Syiitactical CSonneetion is taken, to be enjoined, then 
the term ‘ darsiapumamam* cornea in naefnl as a qualification. As for 
tile Scwrifice, even though it is already known as bringing about (the 
result), yet it is mentioned again ; and the cognition of the Sacrifice is 
due to the fact that the term * darshapur^mdm * denotes a Sacrifice ; 
so that in this case there is nothing that is superfluous. For this reason 
we conclude that this latter is the more reasonable view of the case. 

SUTRA (4). 

lUASMCrCH AS THIS AUXUAABY ’ IS SHBSEByiEHT TO AKOTHEB, 

— ^AHD 1®®®® IS INjrUNCTIO® OF IT, — IT SHOULB 
OOM® M WITH EACH OH® OF THE PRIKCIPAE 
FACTOKS. 

Bhasya. 

As for the t^greement {put forward under Su. 2} that it would be ‘like 
auxiliary detmls’, — an auxiliary {like ihe Satidal-pasie) is always enjoined as 
subserving the purposes of sometiiing else, in the form of embellishing the 
Person ; in this way it seirves a visible purpose ; any other explanation would 
involve the neo^sailgr of assuming an invistble (transcendental) result. Thus 
then, the ‘ dan ' or * group ’ would come to serve the purpose of characterising 
the pOTSon ; and it Is quite capable of characterising the person, through its 
cmmectlon with Mm. How, as a matter of fa^t, what is connected with 
the action, is not the characterimng, but the ekaractevised, factor; for in- 
stance, in the asm of the i^ntence ‘Bring in the tidiite-robed man\ where 
the ‘white robes’, which are mentioned as characterising the man, atre 
not connected with the action of ‘bringing up’; in the same manner, in 
the case in qu^tion, the dan or group will not be connected with the 
act (E^bcrifice); it is only the p&tsons that would be so connected. It is 
for tins reason that auxiliaries like mndal-paste and the rest vary with 
each principal factor. 


Adhikabana (2) : All the mbsidiaties operate coUectivel^, 

JBhds^a. 

I>n. regard to the subsidiary details of a sacrifice, we pKjceed to consider 
the question — Do subsidiaries operate coUectivly ? Or «etwal% ? 

On this question we have the following Pwmipofesa : — 

SUTRA (5). 

[PCbvapak^a]— "In the case of subsediabies however, as 

THEBE IS DIVEBSITY OF WORDS, THEBE SHOOThD BE 
DISTINCT BESCLTS, AS IN THE CASE OF SACBIFICTS.” 

“ As in the case oC the. main sacrifices, there is a single result following 
trom them colleetively,~not so in the case of subsidiMies ; m th& case of 
mbaidmriea there is a disiiiiet purpose served by each, so that thare is 
a distinct r^ult following from each of the subsidiaries. — -Why ? — ^Because 
ih&re ia diveraity of worda ; i.e. because there are distinct injunctions ; — e.g. 
the subsidiary sacrifices have been enjoined as separate from each other, 
by such distinct mutually independent injunctions as ‘Samidho yafcdV, 
*Tanunapdiam yafatV and so forth; as such, these subsidiaries require 
distinct purposes to be served by each of them severally, not collecMvely; 
as no such collective functioning has been anywhere spoken of. — For 
this reason these subsidiaries are recognised as related to distinct purpose, 
— aa in th& caae of aactijicsn ; — .i,e. just as in the case of the sacrifices enjoined 
-separately, each of them is recognised as related to a distinct result.” 

SUTRA (6). 

[SiDDHINTA]— In that case, thebe is a DIlFmENCE OF 
PURPOSE ; IN THIS CASE, ON THE OTHER HAND, AS 
THE PURPOSE SERVED IS ONE AND THE SAM®, 

ALL SHOULD BE BBGABDED AS ‘ ONE ACT*. 

Bha§ya. 

In the case of merijlcea, it is only right that there should bo distinct 
results; as in their ease actual texts have spoken of distindb results— 
* Desiring Brahmit, Olory^ one should oiflfer cooked ri.ee to Surya*, ‘Desiring 
offspring^ one should ofler the cake baked on eleven pans to Indm-Agni *. — 
In thia case (of mbaidmriea} however, purpose serned is €me and the aame ^ — 
i-e. all the subsidiaries serve the same one purpose, of iMalping the principal 
■apt ; it is with a view to snpj^ying the requisite help that the 8£ihsidiarie& 
Aave been laid down ; thus of them serve one and the same purpose. 
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Si of them serve the same purpose, they should be treated as 
so ii»uy optioaal alternatives.” 

The answer to this is going to be given under Sutra 17 below, where 
it will he shown how the ca^ cannot be treated as one of option.. 

The conclusion therefore is that, inasmuch as all the subsidiaries serve 

one and the same purpose, their r^ult must be one only, 

SCTRA (7). 

Om AOCOUOT Of THB BIVEBSiTY OF WORDS, IT CANNOT BE SO ” — 

IF THIS IS URGED [then the answer is as in the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

It hM been argued above (under Su. 5) that— “inasmuch as there 
are distinct injunctions relating to the subsidiaries, there should be distinct 
results following from them”. This lias got to be refuted; it has been 
refuted already by showing that they actually serve one and the sam^ 
pArpose. ■ ' 

“It cannot be refuted thus. It is quite possible for all the subsidiaries 
to help the Principal SaorMce and yet serve distinct purposes ; just as the 
sevemi aelave agencies— Nominative and the rest,— help the action and yet 
each s^aey serves a distinct purpose,” 

[If that refutation will not refute it] then it may be refuted as 
follows— If the smtencss speaking of the Samit and other subsidiary 
sacrifices laid down their performance,- the sense being that ‘the 
sacrifice s&otiM he performed', ‘the Tanunapat sacrifice should he performed', 
— ^then there could arise the desire to find out the purpose served by them ; 
and this desire, when arising, would naturally arise separately in regard to 
each sacrifice. As a matter of fact however, it is not the performance 
is laid down ; it is merely the form of the sacrifices that is described—' such 
and such a sacrifice comes in here’,— “Why so?”— Because there is no 
ending in the sentence in question expressing actual perf ormance, and because 
the pss/ormance h^ been laid down elsewhere. — “Where else has the perform- 
ance of th^ been laid down?”— We shall show that under the next 
Sutra. — ^Thoa then, if there is no desire to find out the purpose served by 
the subsidiaries, whence could there be any purposes ?— Where too any 
diversity among them ? 

StiTRA (8). 

Inasmuch as the performance (of the main a errs) is for 

FijEPOSES OF ACTION, THERE SHOULD BE THE SAME IDEA 

(in connection with subsidiaries also), 

BECAUSE THESE ARB FOR THAT 

purpose:. 

Bhdsya. 

When the p&formatice of the main sacrifices is laid down, the same 
idea should be there with the subsidiaries also? i.e. the performance of the 
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subsidiaries also should be jr^^rded as declared by that sana© declaratioa 
which has laid down the performaBce of the principals,^ — ie. the declaration 
‘Desiring heaven, one should perform the sacrifices’. — 

Why so ? — Because it is Jor purjmses of action, i.e. for the purpose of actual 
operation. As a matter of fact, it is for the bringing about of the result that 
the Darsha-Fiirimmdsa sacrifices have been laid down, the sanss being that 
‘ one should bring about heaven by means of the Darsha-Purm&mam — /)nL 
this there arises the dedre to know-how this is to be done ? — ^TMs desire i< 
fulfilled by the injunctions of the Samit and other subsidiary sacrifices — 
‘on© should perform the Samit sacrifice’, *one should perform the 
Tanunapai\ — ‘and this brings about the desired result’. — Why should 
there be this idea ? ” — Because are for that purpose ; ie. these injunc- 

tions of the Samit and other subsidiaries are for that purpose, — being, as 
they are, required by it, — gp«jialiy because they have no resulte of their own, 
and have been mentioned in close proximity to a sacrifice which is spoken 
of as leading to a particular r^ult. — In fact, this CfMsrformance of the 
subsidiaries) constitutes the ‘Procediare’ of the Darsha-Pmnmnasa sacrificesi 
in the fiilfilrnauc of their result; — without the procedure, tha injunction of a 
sacrifice cannot be effective ; hence what is actually enjoined is the perfor- 
mance of ihx. ma in sacrifice rdm^g wUh its procedure. Thus it is mtabiished that 
the performanec of the subsidiaries is ©ajoined by that same text which 
enjoins the performance of the main sacrifice. Such being the case, it is 
only right that the subsidisuriss also should be regarded as enjoined under 
one and the same name ; so that. Just as there is only one result from all 
the main sacrifices by r^on of their being connected with one name, so 
should it be in the case of the subsidiari^ also. 

Says the Opponent — “ This cannot be right.” — Why ? — 

S0TEA (9), 

“ Because the injunction of the PEEFOBassa eelating to the 

MAIN SAOBIFICE AND THAT BELATING TO THE STTBSIDIABIES 
ABB FOB DIFFERENT PUBFOSES.” 

Bhdsya. 

“The injunction of the Performer relating to the main sacrifice is 
‘ Desiring heaven, on© siH>uid perform tte Darska-Piirmima^ sacrifices ’ 
that reiating to the aubaidi^i^ is * He should perform those MMsrificw adaruj 
iffiih- their sud^ddiaries ’ ", — th^ two are for differmt ‘pmpoMs; ie. the 
, uaJunctiOn of the mala racrifire is for tte purpw of obfeauning the Result, 
wMlo Itet of til© sabsidia^^^ is for the purpo® of accomplMung the main 
^ !W3irifi». In im% dU. ssA® sacrifices have to be mjomM ip r^sad to the 
" and fe« mfemd # ha regard to the sateidmriM; — but it k not 

fbwibis f«- Iwth aifcd referetm to be done at one wad the same 

' s-^'-eoB»oqu»11y it k not possible fw one and the mmm .tract to m|oin, 

: ‘11^' Bc»io vaw^ife»s' s«' well ^ their Pipcedum ’ Bd ia»t the soObsiakries- 
.wwnot b® ihcioded 'padw tl»'’fin|tqacfe>n, of the imm swsdficm.’’ ' ' 


ADHYlYA XI, PADA I, ADHIKARXXA (2). 


2089' 


Answer — ^Whafc has been said under Sfi. 8 is not objectionable, it is 
quite right. 

' " How so ? ” , 

• SUTRA (10). 

Because every activity is preceded by the word, 

BJidsya. 

‘ Mrambha ‘ activity % is synonjunons with ‘ vyapara ‘ operation and 
‘ kriya'j * bringing about*. What is laid down bj’ the sentence in question 
is the performance of the sacrifice, — the injunctive verb ‘ yajeta ’ meaning 
that ‘ one should bring about Heaven by means of sacrifice’, which means 
that one should operate, act, for the purpose of obtaining Heaven ; — it is not 
known, however, what this operation is ;~now in close proximity to the said 
injunction, we find a series of actions, the reinstalling of the Fire and the 
xest, mentioned; — hence because the information is wanted and because 
the actions happen to be mentioned in close proximity, it is understood that 
these ^re the actions constituting the operation by which the sacrifice 
brings about Heaven. In this waj’’ the injunction of this operation (which 
is the IVocedare) does not involve any syntactical split. 

Or, there need be nothing incongruous in the same injunction laying 
down the main sacrifices in regard to the Result, and the subsidiaries in 
regard to the main sacrifices. — “ How so ? ” — ^What the sentence lays down 
is the fulfilment of Heaven by means of the Darsha-Pur^amdsa, which Is 
something not already known, and the same sentence also declares the same 
along with particular details; just as in the case of the text, ‘Ftasyaica 
remtisu vdravantlyam agnistomasama krtvd pashukdmo yajeta * [which lays 
down the main sacrifice and also its particular details}. 


From all this it follows that the performance of the subsidiaries is 
enjoined by that same text which lays down the performance of the main 
sacrifice. 



Adhik ARANA (3): The Darsha-Purnamdsa and other 
sacrifices should always he performed along with 
aU their subsidiaries, 

Bhdsya, 

What is going to be considered is— When the Agnihotra and such other 
acts are performed, are they to be performed along with only a few of their 
subsidiary details, or with all subsidiary details ? 

Of this inquiry, how much has already been done ? ” 

Under Sutra 6. 3. 1, the consideration was concentrated upon the 
■essentml and compulsory acts, laid down in such texts as ‘One should 
perforqi the Darsha-Purij^mdsa as long as one lives % — -and it was in 
reference to this life-long (hence essential, compulsory) performance that it 
was considered whether it is to be done along with all the subsidiaries, or 
not ? — [and the conclusion arrived at was that it is not necessary to perform 
all the subsidiaries, only so many may be performed as one may be able to 
perform].— What we are going to consider on the present occasion is the 
•same question in regard to such performance of the sacrifices as are under- 
taken for the purpose of acquiring a definite result,— in accordance with 
auoh texts as * Desiring heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Pun^amasa ’j 
the question being— whether this (voluntary, prospective) performance of the 
aaorifice that is laid down by this text is to be done like the performance of 
the compulsory Darsha-Puriyxmdsa (with only such subsidiaries as one may 
be able to perform), — or all the subsidiaries should be performed. 

On this question, the PUrvapahsa is as follows : — 


SUTRA (11). 

{PftTtvAV AKa a]— “ It may be completed with a single subsidiary, 

ITS REQXrrBBMBNTS BEING PULPILLBD THEREBY ; AS IN THE 
CASE OF DIFFERENT SACRIFICES; AMONG THOSE 
ADMISSIBLE, IT WOULD BE AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE ‘ UtTARA ’ 

(LATER ONES).” 

Bhdsya, 

“ The sacrifice may be completed — performed — even with the help of a 
part only of the subsidiaries.— Why ? — Because its requirements are fulfilled 
thereby ; the need for information re^sffding the procedure that arises on 
being told that ‘for the purpose of obtaining heaven, one should perform 
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the Darsha-Purtminasa is supplied even by means of a single subsidiary, — 

‘ the procedure to be adopted is that one should perform the Samit sacrifice ’ ; 
similarly it might be supplied by two or three subsidiaries ; the performer 
shall obtain the benefit of as many subsidiaries as he may be able to per- 
form.— Jwsi as m th& case of different sacrifices — Sauiya, Aryainana,, Pro. fa- 
patya, Nairrta and the like, — the performer obtains the results of just those 
sacrifices which he is able to perform. — ^The mere fact of all the subsidiaries 
being mentioned in proximity to the main sacrifice does not mean that all 
the subsidiaries have to be performed- — Among those admissible, it would he 
as in the case of the ‘ Uttard' (later ones); — there is the text, ‘With speech 
controlled, he milks three cows, then giving up the speech-restraint, he 
separates himself and milks the later ones in silence ’ ; and in this case, the 
performer milks as many cows as he possesses, and the needs of the term 
‘uttard' (‘later ones’) becomes duly filled by it; — similarly in the case in 
question, the performer may perform as many subsidiaries as he may be 
able to do.” 

SUTRA (12).. 

{Objection to the Purvapa]c§a ] — ‘It cannot be so, as the bbsijlt 

CANNOT FOLLOW — ^IF THIS IS 'UBOBD (AGAINST THE 
PObvafak^a) [then the answer of the 
Purvapak^in is as in the 
next /Saira]. 

Bhd§ya. 

[Objection to the Purvapak^a] — ^If it is your view that sacrifices with 
subsidiaries may be performed along with a part only of those subsidiaries, — 
then that cannot be so. — Why? — In that case the result cannot follow; i.e. 
unless a man performs all that has been laid down for the person desiring 
heaven, — ‘the man desiring heaven should do this’, — the said result 
(Heaven) cannot follow; because the declaration that ‘One desiring heaven 
should perform this sacrifice ’ means that all those rites of Fire-installation 
and the rest should be performed which have been laid down. 

StJTRA (13). 

[OhjecUon answer^ by Purmpak^inl — “ Not so ; becaitsb of connec- 
tion WITH THE SAOBIFIOE ,* HENOE THE PURPOSE WOULD 
NOT INVOLVE ANY INCONGRUITY IN THE 
DEOLARAWON,” 

Bhd^a. 

“It is not right that a defidieim^ iu 'ttie subsidiaries should lead jO 
deficiency in the Result. — Why fMW^ckuse ^nection with the sacrifice ; 
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as a matter of fact, the restdt is connected with the majm, not 

with the subsidiaries, — as is cleax from the text — ‘Desiring heaven, one 
should perform the Darsto-Pur^wiasa sacrifices ’ ; the subsidiaries come in 
only as needed by the main sacrifice; and this need can be satisfied even 
by a single subsidiary, as already pointed out above. — Such being the case, 
the purpose, — i.e. (a) the help accorded (to the main sacrifice) by the 
subsidiaries, as also (6) the remU, in the shape of Heaven and the like,— 
would not involve any incongruity in the declaration; that is to say, if the 
Darsha and Purnarmsa sacrifices were taken as serving the purpose of 
bringing about the result, this would not be incompatible with the declara- 
tion ‘ Darsha-Purnamdsdbhydm svargakdmah ’ (‘ Desiring to obtain heaven by 
means of the Darsha-Purnatmsa sacrifices’); — and the SamU and other 
subsidiaries also, if regarded as helping the said two sacrifices, would 
not be incompatible with the declarations laying down these subsidiaries. — 
From this it follows that the absence of subsidiaries does not necmsarily 
mean the absence of results.” 

SUTRA (14). 

lObjection to the Purvafahsa ] — ‘On account pF thebe buno only 

ONE TEXT [rr CANNOT BE AS • SUGGESTED IN THE PtlBYA- 
PAKSA] if this is UBGBD (AGAprST THE PfiBVA- 
PAKijA) [then the answer is as given in 
the next /Swfra]. 

SMsya. 

If it is your view that ** the result follows from the Darsha and Purna- 
rmsa (the mam sacrifices), not from the Samit and other subsidiaries”, — 
then this cannot be right; — ^why? — ^because there is only one text; there is 
one text which Jays down the performance of the Darsha-Purwimdm and of 
■ihe subsidiaries, — ^this text being ‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the 
Darsha and Purnamdsa sacrifices ’ ; — ^it is this text that has laid down 
the connection of the Result ; what reason then is there to show that 
the Result follows from the Darsha and Purnamdso, not from the others 
(e.g. the subsidiaries) ? 

SUTRA (15). 

[Objection answered by the Purvapak^n ] — “ Not so ; because the 

PUBPOSES ABE DESTINCT ; IF THEY WEBE EQUAL, 

THEBE WOULD BE NO ‘ SUBSIDIABY 
CHABACTEE * AT ALL.” 

£hd§ya. 

“It is only the Darsha and purnamdsa sacrifices, — ^not al! the subsidi- 
aries, that are connected with the-Reault. — ^How do you know that ? — What 
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learn from the text — ‘Desiring heaven one should perfc^m ihe Darsha- 
PUrminidsa saerifiees ’ — is that the means of securing Heaven are the Darslia- 
PurMmasa, not the Samit and other subsidiaries; these latter come in 
‘only by rmson of the needs of the former sacrifices ; the ‘ need ’ is that 
of the procedure — in what manner should Heaven be brought about by 
means of the Darsha-Puripzmasa sacrifice ? — there is no need of the means or 
instrument, as this has been already pointed out by the term ‘ darsha- 
purwrnds&hhyam’' . From this it follows that the Samit and other sub- 
sidiaries have no connection with the result. — ^In fact, if these subsidiaries 
were connected with the result, they would be equal to the Agneya and 
other main sacrifices; and being thus equal, their subsidiary character it- 
self would disappear ; and in that case the assertion itself-— that ‘ there may 
be performance of the main sacrifices along with a part of the subsidiaries 
also’ — ^would become impossible.” 


{Another explanation of Sutras 14 and 15.] 

Some people read Sutra 14 as ‘ athaharmydf' [‘On account of there being 
only one action’] (instead oi * alkashahdydP , as above) ; — according to these 
people, the meaning of the two Sutras taken together is as follows — If it is 
your (Purvapaksin’s) view that “ the subsidiaries are performed only for the 
purpose of equipping the main sacrifices with subsidiaries, and hence 
all (main sacrifices and subsidiaries) should be taken as one act, so that 
only one subsidiary may be performed, and with that one alone, the 
main sacrifice would become ‘equipped with a subsidiary’,” [so far is- 
the representation of the Purvapaksin’s idea], [then follows the refu- 
tation of this idea in Sutra 16] — this cannot he so ; — why ? — because the pur- 
poses are distinct ; i.e. the help rendered by the several subsidiaries is distinct 
if the main sacrifice is equipped with only one subsidiary the help rendered 
to it is small, whereas if it is equipped with several subsidiaries the help ren- 
dered to it is large. — ^How do you know this ? — If they were equal, there 
would be no subsidiary character at all ; if the help rendered by one and 
that rendered by several subsidiaries were the same, then only one would 
be the subsidiary to the main sacrifice, and the others would not bear the 
subsidiary character at all ; Le. they would cease to be subsidiaries ; and 
in that ease, the declaration of these would be meaningless. — It would 
not be right to regard these as optional alternatives ; — ^this is what is ex- 
plained in the following Sutra. From all this it must be concluded that 
when there is a larger number subsidiaries, there is a larger result. 
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SUTRA (16). 

[SiddhInta]-— ( a) Inasmisch as the injenctioh is a single 

DEOLAKATION, — (6) AS THEY HAVE NOT BEEN ENJOINBB BY 
TURNS— (C) AS THEY HAVE BEEN SPOKEN OP AS CON- 
STANT PAOTOES, — (d) AS THEIR USE INDICATES 
THEIR ADMISSIBILITY ALL AT ONCE, — THEY 
SHOULD COME IN EXACTLY AS DECLARED, — 

LIKE THE ' NlVlTA ’ : — CONSEQUENTLY 
THE PERFORMANCE OF ALL SHOULD 
BE UNDERTAKEN. 

Bhasya. 

It is not right that only a part of the subsidiaries may be performed ; 
in fact, there should be performance of all the subsidiaries why ? — became 
the Injunction is a single declaration ; the performance of the subsidiaries 
has been laid down by the single declaration ‘One should perform the 
DarshaPurrfarndsg sacrifices’; and, as already explained above, the per- 
formance of the subsidiaries is due to the needs of the main sacrifice; 
now, are these needs supplied by all those operations consisting of fire- 
installation and tMe other subsidiaries ? Or by’ only some of these ? 
It cannot be the latter, — why ? — because they have not been enjoined by 
turns i as a matter of fact, the subsidiaries in question have not been 
enjoined by turns ; i.e. it is not said that ‘ in some cases, one should perform 
the Sarmt and in another case, the Tanunapai ’ ; they have, on the 
other hand, been laid down as constant factors', and as they have been 
spoken of so should they be correlated to the needs of the main sacri- 
floe. — It might, be argued that — “Even though all have been spoken 
of ds constant factors, it may be that only some of them are needed 
by the main sacrifice.” — But that cannot be right. — ^Why ? — Because 
their use indicates their admissibility all at once\ i.e. by virtue of their 
use, which consists in the help rendered to the main sacrifices, the sub- 
sidiaries should come in all at once, like pigeons in their covers ; and 
there can be no differentiation as to this one coming in and that one 
not coming in; — hence all should come in. — They should- therefore come 
in exactly as declared, like the ‘ rdvita ’ ; in the cskse of the text ‘ The 
Priests operate with cloth worn in the Nivita form’, as no particular priests 
are differentiated, all the Priests operate ‘ with cloth worn in the Nivita 
form ’, on the ground that they are all in touch with the performa-nce ; 

it should be the same with the case in question also, and hence 
the performance of all should be undertaken. 

SUTRA (17). 

In this WAY WOULD THE INJJJJSrCTIpN OF THE ACT BE FULFILLED. 

Bhdayct. 

It is only when . it is done as above that the number of oblations 
laid down in the following text becomes compulsory, not optional — 
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♦There are fourteea oblations at the Paun^maaa and thirteen at the- 
Dar8ha\ 

SCTEA (18). 

I]Sr THE CASE OP DIPPEBENT SACEIFICES, THBEE IS EBPBATED 
DEOIiAEATION. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argned (under Sufy-a 11) that it should be as in the 
case of different sacrifices. — In the case of ‘different sacrifices’ it ia 
only right that there should be separateness ; because after the declara- 
tion of the Sattrya sacrifice — ‘Desiring Brahmic glory, one should offer 
cooked rice to Sfirya, ’ — there is another declaration of the Aindragna 
sacrifice — ‘ Desiring offspring, one should offer the cake baked on eleven 
pans to Indra-Agni.’ — “What if it is so?” — It is because this is so- 
that it is understood that these sacrifices are to be performed in- 
dependently of each other, and not jointly; and that because it is 
only after the complete injunction of the former sacrifice that there 
follows a separate injunction of the latter sacrifice. — ^In the case in question, 
however, by reason of the fact that the injunction of the whole set 
is a single declaration, the only right course is that all the subsidiaries 
should be performed together collectively ; and hence there is no analogy 
between this case and that of ‘ different sacrifices 


SUTRA (19). 

In the case op the 'Uttaea’ (‘latee ones’), as thbkb is no- 

DBOLABATION, AND AS THE PUBPOSE IS SEBVED BY THE 
PABtiCULAB DETAILS, — ^IT FOLLOWS THAT IN 
MILEING one’s COWS ONE SHOULD 
« DO AS ONE PLEASES. 

Bhd^a. 

It has been asserted (in Su. 11) — “among those admissible it could be 
as in the case of the Uttara (later ones)”. — ^It is only right that in the case 
of the ‘later ones’, one should milk as many cows as one possesses; — 
6ecawse there is no declaration) i.e. in this case the milking of the ‘ later ones * 
has not been enjoined, it has been only referred to ; — ^why ? — because the- 
injunctive sentence has served its purpose by laying down the particular 
details — of resuming speech and so forth; and as such, it has not the 
capacity to lay down the milking of the ‘ later ones ’ ; in fact, if this also were 
enjoined (by the same sentence), there would be a syntactical split. — 
As for reference, it is always to ^orpethii^, that is already known to be 
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admissible ; and the needs of the situation imply that there should be milk- 
ing of as many cows as one possesses, which also implies that there should, be 
no milking of cows not belonging to the performer. — ■“ But how can there be 
a milking of all the cows one may possess (during a sacrificial performance) ? ” 
—This we are going to explain later on, under 11. 1. 49. — From all this it 
follows that one may milk as many as one pleases i one should milk as many 
cows as one happens to possess. 


JldhlEKARAIJ A (4) : ‘ Prospective ’ acts may b e repeated over 

and over again. 

Bhasya. 

Ih mgmd to ‘ prospective ’ sacrifices [sacrifices laid down as to be per- 
formed for the obtaining of a definite reward], there arises the following 
qnestion — Is the prospective sacrifice to be performed only once ? Or 
may it be repeated again and again by a person desiring a larger reward ? 

On this question, the SiddMnta is as follows : — 

StiTRA (20). 

Iir THE CASE OF A SACRIFICE, THERE SHOTTED BE BESTTLTS FOLLOWING 

FROM BACH PERFORMANCE, AS IN THE CASE OF AGRICULTURAL 
OPERATIONS, — BECAUSE THEY ARB BROUGHT ABOUT 
BY THE TEBFOBMANCE. 

Bhasya. 

In the case of a prospective sacrifice, there should be a distinct result 
following from each performance of it.—beeause results are hroughi about by 
the performance % as a matter of fact, results are brought about by the 
performance of the sacrifice. — “How do you know this?” — Before the 
performance of the act, the result is not there ; — if it were there already, 
there would be no need for the performance of the act ; — that it comes after 
the performance is learnt from the Vedic text; — what does not exist before 
the mst, and comes after the act, is regarded as brought about by that act ; 
— OS' in the case of agricuiiural operations, — i.e. grains are brought about by 
agricultural operations. — ^Under the circumstances, if what is not already 
there is brought about by the sacrifice, then this should be so again and 
again, as in the case of grains. 

SUTRA (21). 

Thus too there would be a justification for the particular 

POSITION ASSIGNED TO THE PERFORMANCE, BY VIRTUE OF ITS 
BEING SOMETHING TO BE DONE, 

Bhd^a. 

' It is only when this is done that iti# possible for the actions when per- 
fc^rmed repeatedly to be assigned a particular position; and then alone 
would texts like the following be justified^-! 0f th^e, for those who perform 
thb srtMsrififee fitst, QmA is the ik -tho^ who perform it for the 

second time, it is Aym*; such expressicfns as performing first’ and ‘per- 
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forming a second time’ are possible only when there is repeated per- 
formance.— -From this it follows that one may repeat the sacrifice as often 
as one likes, 

SUTRA (22). 

{Purmpahsa argument against Siddhdnta — continued] — “But it 
SHOULD BE ONCE ONLY; AS THE PUB,POSE IS FULFILLED 
THBBBBY, — ^AS IN THE CASE OF SUBSIDIAEIES.” 

Ehdsya. 

"As a matter of fact, the Prospective Sacrifice should be performed 
once only why ? — became the purpose is fulfilled thereby, — i.e. the purpose 
of the injunction is served by the single performance of the sacrifice ; and 
when it has been so fulfilled, there can be no need for doing it again.— 

* What is the purpose of the Injunction ? ’ — ^It is the result accruing to the 
performer of the sacrifice, and the result accruing to the performer 
of the Homa-oflEering. — •* How so ? ’ — ^The act to be performed is spoken 
of by the verbal root in such injunctive verbs as ‘ yajeta ’ (‘ should sacrifice ’ ), 

* jHihuyat' (‘should pour oblations’); — the performer is spoken of by the 
affix in the verb ; as between these two, the performer is the predominant, 
and the action, the subordinate, factor ; — there being the general principle 
that the basic root and the affix conjointly express what is denoted by 
the affix ; such use also as ‘pachati devadattah ’, wl^pre the nominative comes 
after the verb, is possible only when the performer is the predominant factor ; 
it is for this reason that the result is spoken of as accruing to the performer 
of the sacrifice and the performer of the Homa. The man has become 
such a performer of the sacrifice and of the Homa by doing the acts only 
once under the circumstances, any second or later performance would be 
entirely useless, — -the purpose having been already fulfilled, — as in the 
case of subaidiaHes ; i.e. the subsidiaries are performed only for the purpose 
of making the Main Sacrifice equipped with subsidiaries, and when this 
is aooompliahed by the single performance of the subsidiaries, these are 
not repeated ; and it should be the same in the case in question also.’ 

SUTRA (23). 

[Piirvapaha argument — cmiehidek] — "Such is the signification 
OF WOBDS IN OBDINABY LIFE ALSO.” 

Bhd§ya. 

"In common parlance also, the signification of words is the same; 
when, for instance, it is said ‘ Bring fuel,’ the man asked to do so brings 
it only once, not again and again.’’ ; 
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SUTRA (24). 

[Purvapaksa arguments refuted'] — In fact, in the relationship 

IN QUESTION, ONE SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD TO DO AS HE 
PLEASES ; — AS THERE IS NO DECLARATION ; IN 
THE INJUNCTIONS THERE COULD BE ONLY 
GENERAL DECLARATIONS. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, it cannot be that in the matter of the relationship between the 
act and the man seeking for reward, the man should undertake the act once 
only; lie should be understood to do as he pleases, — ^he may do the act once 
or several times ; if he desires large rewards, he would do it several times ; 
while if he is contented with a small reward, he would do it only once. — 
Why so ? — Bepause there is no declaration ; i.e. what is declared in the sen- 
tence is not the result accruing to the performer of the Sacrifice or of the 
Homa, — As for the principle that ‘ the basic root and the affix jointly express 
what is denoted by the affix’, this is true only of such names (nouns) as are 
based upon the presence of some action, — e.g. ‘cooker’, ‘chopper’ and the 
like ; — in the case of Verbs, neither the Agent nor the Action is the pre- 
dominant factor ; the predominant factor in all verbs is Being, and as such 
what it expresses is the Being (coming into existence) of something ; as what 
is required is a number of contributory causes possessed of this Being; — 
so that when the verb ‘ yajeta' (‘should sacrifice’) is there, it is 
required to know — ^(a) by what one is to sacrifice — (6) for what purpose, — 
and (c) how. In case the performing Agent were the predominant factor, 
as there would be no action to be done, there would be no need to 
find out its contributory causes. For instance, in regard to the term 
‘ Cooker, ’ one does not need to know — by what— -for what purpose — 
and how. In fact, what is expressed is the Being or bringing into 
existence of the Result, not of the Action; as the Action is spoken of 
with the Instrumental Ending, — aa we find in the case of such ex- 
pressions as * ZJdbhidd yajetd,' ‘ Balabhidd yajetd\ If the Action were 
meant to be what is brought into existence, then it should have been 
spoken of with the Accusative Ending. — It is Heaven which is the result 
desired to be attained ; as it is this that is spoken of along with, the 
term ‘JsTdma’ (‘Desire’), in the compound ‘ Svargnkdmah' (‘Desiring 
heaven’). Thus the meaning of the injunction comes to be this — 
‘Desiring heaven, one should bring about this heaven by means of the 
Sacrifice’ ; what is to be brought into existence is clearly something 
not already extant; as what is already extant cannot be brought into 
existence. If then, a non-existing thing has to be brought into exist- 
ence, it could be brought about again and again; as we find in the 
case of agricultural operations. Hence we conclude that when a man 
is seeking for a result, he should repeat, as often as he pleases, the 
act calculated to bring about that result* If there were any rule where- 
by the act should be done once only,— -then in the case of the in- 
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junction of the Quvh (as the Atiratra) — ‘Of these, those who perforaa 
the Sacrifice for the first time, etc.,’ — these sentences would have to 
be regarded as optional alternatives to the sentence ‘ Perform the sacrifice 
for- the second time’; and this would involve a syntactical split, the 
construction necessitated being — ‘ Those who perform the j^crifice for the 
second time, for these, the QmAy, Cow, is the Atiraira^ (which would be 
absurd). 

StJTRA (25). 

Ijr THE CASE OF SUBSIDIARIES, IT IS SO ON ACCOUNT OF THERE 
BEING A SINGIjE *W0BD*. 

Ehdsya, 

As for the argument (urged in Su. 22) that “it should be as in the 
case of subsidiaries,” — in the case of subsidiaries, it is only right that they 
should be performed only once, — as there is a single word ; La. m that ca^ 
there is a single ‘word’ (text) laying down the main sacrifices and the 
subsidiaries, — the subsidiaries being included by the requirements of each 
case; as we have explained already; and these }i^uirements are met by 
the subsidiaries once for all; hence there is no reason for these being re 
peated again and again. — In the case in questicm, however, the action 
(Sacrifice) in question is productive of the Result which has not been in 
existence ; and hence there is no incongruity in a fresh result appearing 
after each performance; so that the reason put forward is found to be 
fallacious and hence there is no analogy to the case of subsidiaries. 

StJTRA (26). 

In ordinary life, the action is determined by the need. 

Bhdsya. 

Tt has been urged (under Su. 23) that “ it would be as in ordinary 
life” ; but in ordinary life, the action is determined by the ne&li so that if 
there is need for it, the man brings the fuel repeatedly even though he harS 
been told to bring it only once, — and even though told to bring it repeated- 
ly, he brings it only once (if the needs are met by it), — and even though 
told to bring fuel, he may not bring it at all (if he finds that ail the fuel 
needed is already there). — In the case in question, however, where matters 
are detennined by verbal texts, the action undertaken has to be in strict 
accordance with the texts; hence tho example of ‘ordinary life’ is not 
germane to the point at all. 



Adhekabana (o) : ‘ TJwesJmig ’ amd smh acts home to he 
repeated till the JUce is obtained, 

SUTEA (27). 

The AGnoHS abe shbsebvient to the pokpose,— and the 
P trKPOSB IS peeceptiblb; hence the actions should 

BE BEOABDED AS COMPLETED ONLY ON THE 
ACCOMPLISHMENT OF THE PUBPOSE. 

Bhasya, 

In the ease of actions with a visible purpose, — such as are laid down in 
the texts (a) ‘Threshes the vrihi corn (6) ‘ Pounds the rice’, and so forthion 
the perfotmanee should be repeated (a) till the Rice is obtained and (6) till 
the Mour is obtained. — ^Why so? — Because in these cases, the purpose to be 
•served (the result to be obtained) is a perceptible one, — in the shape of JR>ice 
and 'Flour ; it is these that are needed ; as what has got to be secured is the 
Cake (which cannot be got without the Rice and the Flour). Hence it is 
understood that the performance of the acts (of Threshing and Pounding) is 
for the said purpc^e only. Under the circumstances, if the act of Thresh- 
ing were abandoned after once raising the pestle and letting it fall upon the 
grains, — or if the pounding were abandoned after once nibbing the pounding 
stone up and down, — then the purpose to be served by these acts would not 
be accomplished at all. Hence the actions should be regarded as completed 
only on ike accomplishment of the said purpose^ he. they should be repeated 
till the Rice and the Flour have been secured. 


Adhikarana (6): 8imh ‘Threshing^ and other acts 
as are meant for bringing about ‘ unseen ’ results 
should be performed only once. 

SUTRA (28). 

Where the mere act is bnjoiked, and thebe is no visible 

RESULT, THE ACTION WOULD BE COMPLETE BY DOIN0 
EXACTLY AS LAID DOWN. 

BMsya. 

In a case however where no visible result is eSeeted, — e.g. in the case 
of the injunction ‘ Filling the mortar of Udumbara wood with all kinds of 
herbs he threshes the grain, and places it therein’, — the obtaining of Rice is 
not what is meant,— there being no injunction of any such thing as the Oahe 
for which the Rice would be required; — hence, in this case, the single 
performance of the act fulfils the purposes of the injtmction, and there 
need be no repetition of it.^ — There are some people however in whose- 
opinion the action of ‘ Threshing ’ stands for that raising and letting 
fall of the mortar which brihgs out the Rice ; and according to these people, 
even in the case cited, the act has to be repeated till the Rice is obtained. — 
This opinion, how ever, is not a sound one ; because we find the term ‘ threshes ’ 
(■‘ amhantV) used even where there is no rice concerned; e.g. in such expres- 
sions as — ‘ Kasdyamaipohanti ‘ Kinvamavahanti ’. — Nor can such usage of the 
term ‘ avahanti * be treated as figurative ; as there is nothing to distinguish it 
from the other use of it ; as in both cases etymologically the term ‘ avahanii ’ 
is understood to signify the act of Threshing only ; nor is the term as a whole 
(apart from its etymology) known to have any other signification. As a 
matter of fact, in most cases the term is used in the sense of that threshing 
which brings out Rice. Hence the opinion (of some people) referred to 
must be wrong. 


Adhikabana (7): Subsidiaries like the ^ Praydja" 
should he performed mly once, 

. Bhdsya. 

With reference to the Praydja and other suoh subsidiaries, we proceed to 
t^onyider the following question — Should these be performed only once ? or 
should there be repetition, even though no such repetition has been 
enjoined ? 

In accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the preceding Sutra, 
the answer to this question is that there should he only one performance. 

As against this Siddhdnia, there is the following Purvapaksa : — 

S^RA (29). 

[Pitrvapaksa] — “If the act is repeated, thebe would be 

LARGENESS IN THE RESULT BY INFERENCE — AS IN THE 
CASE OF SACKIFICBS.” 

Bhdsya. 

“There should be repetition; — why ? — ^because when there is repetition, 
larger results follow. — ‘ How do you know that ? ’ — By inference, — ‘ What is 
that Inference ? ’ — ^It is this — Before the performance of the Subsidiary there 
was no help rendered to the Main Sacrifice, — such help comes about after 
that performance, — ^hence it is concluded that the help has been rendered 
by the Subsidiary ; — ^and if it is so done, then the Subsidiary should be per- 
formed again and again; — as in the case of sacrifices i.e. just as in the case 
of such sacrifices as the Saurya and the like, the result is brought about by 
the Sacrifice and hence the repetition of the Sacrifice brings about larger 
results, — so should it be in the case in question also.” 

SUTRA (30). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, it should be only once ; because 

THE INCENTIVE IS ONE ONLY. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, the subsidiary should be performed once only, not repeatedly ; 

why ? ” — because the incentive is one only ; the only incentive to the per- 
formance of subsidiaries consists in the help that they render to the 
haain sacrifices. — “ What is it ? ” — ^It is that whereby the main sacrifices 
bring about the result. — ^Now this help having been rendered by the 
subsidiary performed once, the main sacrifices, thus helped, bring about 
the results; so that there need be no hnrthdr performance of the sub- 
sidiary, If, on the other hand, the, help has not been rendered, then 
there is all the less reason for its, repetition; because when the sub- 
sidiary has not rendered any help in 11^ first performance, what hope can 
there be that it will render it when again ? , 
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StJTRA (31). 

If thbke week tegebtaikty, then there woclb be ko 

IHMITATIOX OF THE EXTENT OF THE SACRIFICE. 

Bkdsya. 

If there were unceriaitiiy, — as to the subsidiary being performed once or 
several times,— then there could be no mich limitation of the extent of the 
sacrifice as we find asserted as a settled fact, in the declaration — ‘There are 

fourteen offerings at the Paunmtnasa sacrifice, and thirteen at the Datsha '' ; 

Even if there were such a statement, it could be only partly true ; and that 
would militate agahist the exact form of the sacrifice. — Hence there should 
be no repetition. 

SUTRA (32). 

Inasmech as the result is brought about by action, 

THERE WOULD BE DIVERSITY OF RESULTS IN THE 

CASE OF SACRIFICES. . 

Bkdsya, 

It has been argued (in Su. 29) that “ it should be as in the ease of sacri- 
fices”. — But in tlie ease of sacrifices, it is only right that there should be 
repetition ; because the result is brought about by action ; in the case of sacri- 
fice.s, the result is brought about by the undertaking of the act; so that by 
another undertaking, another result would be brought about. — ^In the case 
of the subsidiary, on the other hand, the only well-defined result is that it 
should render the main sacrifice capable of bringing about the desired 
result ; and if this has been done by a single performance, there need be no 
other performance so that the reason put forward is found to be falla- 
cious ; and hence the eitiiig of the example of ‘ sacrifices ’ is not right. 

SUTRA (33). 

[Objection] — “It is not so; the repetition isposittoily useful; 

THE BEPISTITION WOULD BE USELESS IF THE PURPOSE SERVED 
WERE ONE AND THE SAME; AS IN THE CASE OF ‘EaTING 
ONCE * ; THERE IS HOWEVER NO LIMIT TO THE PUR- 
POSE SERVED, AND INASMUCH AS IT S.ERVES THE 
PURPOSE OF INCITING EFFICIENCY IN THE MaIN 

Sacrifice, — ^there should be no- 

RBSTRICnON.” 

, . Bhasya. 

Says the Purpapak^n~“tfi has been argued (by the B&MMntin} that 
tliB purpose having been served by the sin^e performance, a repetition would 
‘ hB ttseteSA— Our answer tp this.ls, as follows?— !Ph® of the whole 

hosl) of subwdiarfef./*? snoh repeMticm is not vm- 

lees.— How sof— seowW be mekss if mrwd 
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were one and the- samex i.e. if the repeated performance of the siibsidiar,\' 
served the same purpose as its single performance, then the repetition 
would be useless ; — just as in the case of * eating once ' ; the eating, if 
repeated at once (immediately after the first eating), brings about the 
same -atisfaetion (no more or less); and hence it is not repeated. — In 
the case in question, however, there is no limit to the purpose served -, 
i.e, there is no such idea as that ' the subsidiary renders just this 
much of help’. — ‘But there is the idea that it renders just as much 
help as enables the Main Sacrifice to bring about the result ’, — True, 
that is so ; but inasmuch as it serves the purpose of inciting efficiency in 
the main sacrifice, there should be no restriction ; i.e, the Subsidiary is 
meant for inciting that efficiency in the Main Sacrifice which leads to 
the accomplishment of the result; — this result of the Main Sacrifice can 
have no limit; — being larger when the help rendered by the subsidiaries 
is larger, and smaller when the help is smaller- If the subsidiary is 
repeated, the help rendered by it is certainly larger, — as it is the effect 
of that; hence there should be no restriction — as to the performance of 
the subsidiary being once only or repeated." 

SUTRA (34). 

[Purvapaksin’ s answer to Siddhdnta argument in Sit. 31] — “ Ox 
ACCOUNT OF SEPABATENBSS, THEBE WOULD BE LIMITATION 

. . ON THE BASIS OF THE INJUNCTION.” 

Bhdsya. 

“It has been argued (by the Siddhantin in Su- 31) that repetition 
would be incompatible with the statement of the exact number of 
oblations. — ^The answer to this is that on account of the separateness 
of the help rendered, it is only reasonable that there should be repetition ; 
the statement of the precise number of oblations can be a mere reiterative 
reference; and this reference is to the injunctions of the oblations, — 
oi fourteen oblations at the Paurnamdsa, and of thirteen at the Darsh-, — 
so that the precise number mentioned cannot pertain to the oblations, 
it can pertain figuratively only to the injunctions of the oblations,” 

vStiTRA (35). 

{SiddhmdirCs O/nsw&r to the Purvapaksa objections] — In eeality, 
THERE SHOULD BE NO BEPETITION, AS THE DECLARATION OF 
PBOOEDURE IS ONE ONLY, AND ALL HAVE BEEN ENJOINED 
SIMULTANEOUSLY,— AS THE ACTION HAS NO RESULT OF 
ITS own;— AND YET IT 1® PERFORMED, AS IT 

HELPS THE Main AcfrioN; ■ 

: . ' . [ :'l I . — ' 

In reaUfy there should be no pf the subsidiarm why ? 

because the declaration of procedure- 4^, iA there is only one declara^ 

44. , 
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tioii of the subsidiaries and the main actions and this being only 
one, they are all enjoined aimultaneotisly ; the form of the injunction 
being^ — ‘ one should perform such and such a sacrifice along with its 
subsidiaries ’ ; — such being the case, the sacrifice having become equipped 
with its subsidiaries, through the single performance of these latter, 
there can be no need for performing them again. — “ But there would 
be larger help rendered by the repeated act.” — ^If the subsidiaries 
were to render invisible help, then, in that case the possibility of larger 
help could be inferred; as a matter of « fact, the help that the sub- 
sidiaries render is the visible one of rendering the Main Sacrifice ‘ equipped 
with subsidiaries ' ; and this ‘equipment with subsidiaries’ remains just 
the same even when there is repetition, — and it is this, that is related 
to the Result the injunction being that ‘ one should perform the sacrifices 
along with subsidiaries', not that ‘one should perform the subsidiaries’; 
the only purpose served by the subsidiaries is that they bring about 
the said ‘equipment’ in the main sacrifice. 

The above explanation of the Sutra is open to the following objection: — 
At the timei that the Praydjas (subsidiaries) are perfortned, neither the 
Main Sacrifice nor the resultant Apurva is there; — at the time .that 
the Main Sacrifice or the resultant Apurva is there, the Praydjas are 
not there; — so that, at the time that the Samit and the rest are there 
without the ‘unseen’ factor, the ‘ Equipment of subsidiaries’ is not there; 
how then could there be any help (rendered by the subsidiaries)? — 
Further, if the Sacrifice were the only factor in the subsidiaries, and 
there were no Apurra,~thea it would mean that there is nothing, no General 



Law, to indicate the performance of the Isfis and the Pashubandhas as 
subsidiaries of the Soma-aacrifice. When there is no Apurva, there is no 
need for the Procedure; and the procedure of the Sacrifice itself being 
already known, no procedure would be indicated by any General Law ; — 
and this would not be compatible with the following declarations — (a) ‘ For 
him ther6 are a hundred Praydjas', — (6) ‘One offers the Sandatayajus ' , — 
(c) ‘Having offered the Paridhis, he offers the Hdriyojana'. 

In view of these objections, the Sutra should be explained as follows : — 
There should be no repetition of the mthaidiariea, aa the declaration of 
procedure is only one ; there is only one declaration of procedure relating 
to the subsidiaries and the Main Sacrifices; and as this is one only, there 
is simultaneous injunction of the whole set of subsidiary and main 
sacrifices; — of the main sacrifices, there is no repetition, — ^why? — ^because 
what has been laid down in the text ‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform 
the Darsha-Purnamdaa' is fulfilled by the single performance of the 
Main Sacrifices (like the Darsha-Pun^amdsa) ; — and when ‘the purpose 
of the injunction has been accomplished, the result invariably follows; 
so that there can be no need for repeating the sacrifice. Similarly in 
the case of subsidiaries also, when they have been performed once, the 
injunctions of those have been fulfilled; — those having been fulfilled, the 
result that had been understood aa following from the subsidiaries, should 
be regarded as accomplished;^ and such being the case, any repetition 
of it would be useless. — ^As ,f!pi( the argument that the repetition would 


ADHYAYA XT, PlDA I, ADHIKAEANA (7). 2107' 

bring about larger results, — that c?annot be right; the help rendered by 
the subsidiaries is effective in the bringing about of that result which 
follows from the Darsha-Pamamdsn .sacrifiees,--7and not in the appearance 
of any fresh result ; if a fresh result were brought about by the subsidiaries, 
that would be the result of the subsidiaries themselves; as a matter of 
fact, however, subsidiaries have no results of their own; all that they 
do is to render some sort of an imperceptible help to the main sacrifices in 
the bringing about of their results ; — this help having been rendered by 
the first performance, there can be no largeness of results due to the 
repeated performance of the subsidiaries. 

SUTRA (36). 

{Ohf&ction\ — “ Really there shotjld be eepetitiox ; as 

‘ SINGLENESS OE PEEEOEMANCE ’ HAS BEEN SPOKEN OF 
IN CONNECTION WITH ‘CHOPPING’, ‘SPRINKLING’ 

AND ‘ SLICING 

Bhdsya, 

“ Really there should be repetition of the subsidiaries.-— Why ? — Because 
(a) in connection with the Pitryajiia, we read — ‘The grass is chopped 
once ’ ; — (&) in connection with the Anuydja, it is said ‘ Sprinkles the 
Paridhis owoe’ ; — (c) in oonhection with the Svistahri, it is said — ‘From the 
second half, one slices once’. — All these declarations wo\ild have some sense 
only if there were repeated performance of subsidiaries {in other oases). — 
From this it follows that there should be repetition.” 

SUTRA (37). 

[Objection answered] — In reality, there should be no repetition ; 

AS (in the cases cited) it has got to be SPECIALLY >IENTIONED. 

Bhdsya. 

On account of reasons already adduced, there should be no repetition 
of subsidiaries, — It has been argued that “ the declaration of * singleness ’ 
in connection with Chopphuj, etc., indicates that there should be repetition 
in other cases”. — Our answer to this is as follows — ^Even when there 
is no repetition of subsidiaries, SingUness has got to be declared in 
connection with the Chopping, etc,, because at the Darsha-Purnamdsa 
the grag.s used is that Chopped repeatedly, and as this is the archetype 
of the Pltn/ajna, at this latter also the grass would appear to be ‘ repeatedly 
chopped’: it is tvith a view to exclude this possibility that the singleness 
of the chopping has got to bo emphasised.— Similarly in connection with 
the Praynjus, the sprinkhing has been laid down as to be done ‘thrice’; — 
the same would come in at the /t hence with a view to 
exclude this ‘ threefoldness’, it is necessary to Stress the smglmess . — 
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Similarly *Two slicings’ having been, laid down without special . refer- 
ence to any sacrifice, the same becomes admissible at the Svistakrt also j 
fa«ice in order to exclude this, smglmess has got to be emphasised.-— 
From all this, it follows that it is not reasonable to deduce that there 
should be repetition simply from the declaration of ‘singleness’ in connec- 
tion with ‘ chopping ’ , ‘ sprinkling ’ and ‘ slicing 
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Adhikarana (8) : The Plural nmnber in terms like 
‘ Kapihjaldn^ stands for Three : ‘Kapinjala-nydya\ 

' Bhasya. 

There is the text — ‘Vasantaya kapinjaldn dlahhate’ [‘Sacrifices the 
Kapinjala-birds to Vasanta '],- — regarfi to this, we consider the following 
question — should three or four or five birds be sacrificed, by option ? or 
should only iAree be sacrificed? On this question, the Purvapalcsa is as 
follows:— 

SUTRA (38). 

[PGbvapaksa — continued] — “ As the plttral number makes at-l 

ADMISSIBLE, THERE SHOULD BE OPTION,” 

Bhasya. 

“ The animals should be sacrificed optionally. — ^^'hy ? — Because all are 
admissible ; all the several numbers are made admissible by the presence of 
the Plural Number ; i.e. all the numbersAre equally expressed by the Plural 
ending; as it is so used everywhere. — It is impossible to adopt all the 
numbers simultaneously ; hence there should be option (among the several 
numbers signified by the Plural ending). 

“ Objection — ‘ This would involve the absurdity that the same term 
would’ have several denotations, which cannot be right.’ — Answer — True, it 
is so; but this contingency has to be adopted, as there is no way out 
of it. — ‘If it is admitted because there is no way out of it, then it 
should not be admitted if there is a way out of it; there is, however, 
this way out of it — that 'the Plural ending be taken as really standing 
for Three and as applying to Four and other numbers by reason of 
the presence in these of Three.'' — This -cannot be right ; if the Plural 
ending really denoted Three, then there could be no such expressions 
as * chatvdro hrahmandh'* If Four Brahmanas’) [where the Plural ending 
in ‘brdhinandh' appears along with the number Four]; as, ex hypothesi, 
the word ‘ brdhmandh' would mean Three Brahmanas, while the word 
‘ Qhatvdrah' would mean Four; and there can be no co-ordination between 
‘Three’ and ‘Four’; and there can be no such assertion as ‘Four is 
Three’. — So also with the other numbers. — ‘The said co-ordination would 
be possible figuralively ; just as in the case of the expression Nyagrodhali 
KsUram {The Banyan-tree is the field); Three will indirectly (figuratively) 
indicate Four, by reason of concomitance.’ — ^That mfty .be so ; but indirect 
(figurative) indication would have to be admitte<l!rT-VWhat can be done ? 
It will have to be admitted, as there ,hb, yay out of it ’. — But so 
long as there is a way out of ijs, tp -shored admitted ; and there 

is this way out of it that the Plural NumbW; denotes plurality, and as all 
the numbers in question {Three onwards) 9,te plas‘al, the required co-ordina. 
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tion would be direct (not figurative),— If Plurality were so understood 
as expressed,— -what would be thsA. plurality ^ ’ — Plurality 'wovld. be increase, 
aggregation, excess. — -‘How?’ — ^Tbe root ‘hamhatP which denotes increase 
drops the nasal ‘m’ (according to Unddi-Sutra, 1. 29), and it is from this* 
root that the term * hahu ’ is derived ; ‘ bahu ’ thus means increased, 
in excess ; — all these numbers, Three onwards, are in excess, and hence 
expressed by the term ‘This bahu in the sense of in excess, is 

a relative term; what is in excess in relation to one thing or number 
would he not’in-excess in relation to another’. — ^True, that is so; where 
a thing is in excess in relation to one thing is never not-in-excess in 
relation to that same thing. For instance, the ‘ Northern ’ Kuru-Country is 
so called in relation to the ‘Southern’ Kuru-Gountry ; but that does 
not mean that there is no other Country to the north of the former; 
and yet, as having a fixed correlation, the country does not abandon its 
‘ Northern ’ character. Similarly ‘ Three ’ and the higher numbers are 
‘bahu'' (‘plural’) in relation to ‘Two’, and they never cease to be 
‘plural’. — ‘But how do you know that the plurality of Three and the 
rest is in relation to Two ? ’ — Answer — There is such relationship only 
among things of the same kind ; when for instance, it is said that 
‘Devadatta is strong’, what is meant is, not that he is powerful in 
relation or comparison to the Elephant or the Lion, but in relation to 
things of the same kind, that is, men. Similarly a Number can have 
Plurality only in relation to a Number ; this correlation cannot be with ‘ one ’ 
because there is no p/M-raZtiy perceived in two things ; — Plurality however 
is actually perceived in all the numbers, from Three onwards ; from this it is 
•concluded that phtralky is in relation to Two. 

This Plurality is what is expressed by the Plural Number (in * Kapih- 
jaldn '*). — ‘ How ? ’ — Because it is present when the other is present and absent 
when the other is absent ; for instance , in ‘ Three ’ onwards, the Plurality is 
there, and so is the Plural Number,— while in ‘ Two ’ and ‘ One there is no 
Plurality andino Plural N umber. In fact, it is only in this sense tha t the name 
‘ Bahuvachana ’ ( ‘ Plural N umbor ’ ) becomes applicable (the term ‘ bahuvachana' 
exactly meaning ‘ expressive of many^). To the same end is the declaration 
of authoritative persons — ‘ Bahusu vachanam ’ [‘ The plural number is used 
when there is a plurality of things’] {Pdnini 1. 4. 21). — If ‘three’ were all 
that was expres.^ed by the Plural Number, then the authoritative person 
should have used the words *Trisu bahuvachanam' [‘The Plural Number 
is used when there are three things']; as this would have been simpler 
and more definite. 

“From all this it follows that the birds .spoken of are ‘many’ as 
in relation to ‘two’; and it is established that Plurality subsists in 
the numbers • Three ’ and onwards,— In this way no term would have more 
than one meaning ; and a.s all nunkbers would be included under ‘ many 
there umild tio indirect figumtive indication anywhere. 

“It might be argued that— ‘when only three is meant’ the Plural 
Number alone is used without’ any additional word ^as in BrdJunandh, 
or KapinJahliL CilabhM-a), wjiile when it stand.s' for four or more, it is 
'accoinpiuiied by aupthet., vord,‘ as ‘chatvdro hrdhmanuh' , {Four Brdh- 
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7.wnas)\-This however would not be true; as in the case of Thr^f 
also, we find the additional word— e.g. ‘Trayo lokdh’ i‘ O^ree Keciion.’ ! 
<Trayo veddh’ ^ Three Vedas*). If the Plural Number, without an addi- 
tional word, denoted ‘ Three then there would be no such discussion 
as the present one, in regard to the exact signification of the sentence 
rVasantaya hapinjalan amheta^ ; just as in regard to this same sentence 
we do not proceed to discuss whether what are to be sacrificed are 
Kapinjalas, or peacocks or pigeons why ?-simply because we are 

sure that neither peacocks nov pig eonspxe denoted by the term ^ Kapihjala \ 
Similarly in the case in question, if we were sure that the Plural Number 
denotes three, and no other number, then, as in the former case, there 
need be no discussion at all”.' 


SUTRA (39). 

[P(Jevapak§a cowfmwec^j— “ “But such use is actually 
ROUND ’,— 11 ? THIS IS URGED [then the answer is 
as in the next 

BTidsya 

“It might be argued that— ‘The Plural Number is actually found to 
be used in the sense of Four onwards;— in such expressions as Four 
ISrahmainxis-, hence the present discussion becomes necessary.’ 

[The answer to this is as follows]— 


SUTRA (40). 

[PfjRVAPAK^A continued] — “So ALSO IN THE PRESENT CASE.” 

Bhd^ya. 

“In the case in question also, the tei-ui ^ Kapihjala’ is founa used m 
the sense of the Pigeon and the Peacock ; fur instance, when a large pigeon is 
described, it is said ‘This is-a Kapihjala, not a pigeon similarly when a 
small peacock is described, it is said ‘ This is a Kapihjala, not a peacock ’ 

SUTRA (41). 

[PuRVAPAKSA — confiimeYfj— “ ‘ That is figurative use’, — if this 
IS URGED [then the answer is as in the next Sutra},*’ 

BJid^ya, 

“Says the Opponent — ‘ In the eases 'cited, the term ‘Kapinjala’ is used 
figuratively ; and no questions can be raised regarding the figurative wse 
of words’. 

“ [The answer to this is as followl]— - : 
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SUTRA (42). 


[POryapaksa — concluded }— “ also iis the other case.” 


“ In regard to the other mae, — that of the expression " Four Brah- 
manas ’ — it ha.~- been pointed that it is a figurative use of the Plural Number ; 
and so no qun.^fion can be raised against the figurative use of words. 

“Tlien ii/aiu, what is expressed by the number (Singular, Dual, or 
Plural) is b. . lumber xvhich is related to the thing denoted by the basic 
noun, — su t is’ word ‘ Imlh'manah ’ ; — or, in some cases, it is the denotation 
of- the bi..s: rrain itself that is expressed by the Number, — as in the 
case of tbi- M nds ’ (One), ‘dran’ (Two); the number Three however is 


noun, — a^ 
of - the bi. 
case of tin 


not denou d ’ 
nor is it 1 he i 
can be po -dl .-l 
as its part' ; nc 
two also is ii(( 
and, the 


reasons, vf-; 
not been'; 
then, the ■ ' 
(the higbi-'st 
and when ^ 
must meat! 
there must. 


i he basic noun (in the expression ‘ chatvdro brdhniwn/dh *) ; 
ub“r related to it; hence no such expression as ‘ Chatvardh” 
1 1 ’ nig! If bo argued 4>hat — •' among /owr, three also comes in 
rlif' Plural STuniber would be in relation to that three'. — But 
Ir d in Four, and so also is one; so that the Dual Number 
n Number also might as well be used. For all these 
•I'ldc that the Plural Number is used in regard to Four, 
itu'ludes Three, but because Four itself is Phi/ral. Thus 
dou is that all numbers, from Three onwards to Pardrdha 
leeivable number), ai’e denoted by the Plural Number; 
ui! denoted, by it, the expression ‘ Kapihjalan dlahhMta * 
-sacrificing of all the.se number of birds; consequently; 
option.’' 


SUTRA (43). 


[Sid DH.^ NT A 


is FACT, TT SHOULD BE EESTRIGTED TO THE VERY 


iUlS CAN BE PASSED OVER ONLY WHEN THEBE IS 


SPECIAL REASON FOR IT. 


It aho»iil hr restricted to the very first , — i.e. to Three [which is the first 
number to bir signified by the Plural Number]. — “Why so?” — Because 
when ''-ne up h'&ar, he cannot but take up Three, for the simple 

reason tlmt the Three are included in the Four. So that when these 
have been ta!-:orj up,-— wiiat the word {‘Kapihjalan') expresses has been 
taken up; i-e. what has been asserted by the words ‘Kapihjalan dlabheta' 
is the mcr-'Jiclng of a plurality of birds, — and a plurality of birds have 
been s:<;eriti';M-d when three have been taken up and sacrificed. — Under 
the circ.-smsti'Miccs, the ‘Three* can be passed over , only when th&re is 
special reason for it', i.e. if there Wdre some special reason why one 
shoulfl not do quite what ia exj:^i?«aed by the words, and why the 
number ' I’hn c'’ must, be, j^a^se^ oyer, then alone could it be passed over 
(and a larger number takeh ia^) ;-~as a ‘matter of fact however, there is no 
it mhat %-reatfieted to 
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“The desire for larger results would be the reason (for sacrificing 

a larger number of birds).” 

It is not so ; it is only in cases where several alternative courses are laid 
down,— of which some are simple and some elaborate, — that it is inferred, 
from the very fact of the more elaborate course having been laid down, that 
it would be conducive to larger results ; as in the case of the passage—' One 
cow should be given, — six may be given, — twelve may be given, — twenty -Jour 
may be given’.— In the case in question, however, there is only one alterna- 
tive laid down— sacrificing of a plurality of birds ; and this is as applic- 
able to Three as to Four and higher numbers ; so that if one were to abandon 
the simple course of sacrificing only three birds, and adopt the more elabo- 
rate course of sacrificing /owr or more birds, he -would not deserve any 
larger results ; as there is no difference in the denotation of the words of the 
text (as pertaining to Three or to Four and the rest). Tor instance, when 
* it is said PashumdJabheta ’(' one should sacrifice an animal*), if one were to 
sacrifice a very large or a very vajuable animal, he could not obtain 
any higher result. In fact, if one were to go beyond what is actually 
enjoined (in the expression ‘ Pashwmalablwta'’ or ‘ Kapihjaldn dlabMta’) 
and sacrifice a larger number than what is precisely laid down, with 
a view to secure more meat for himself,— he would certainly be incurring a 
sin, if there were sin involved in killing animals at sacrifices; even 
if there were no such sin involved, the man would come to be looked down 
upon by all cultured men as 'killing animals with a view to seome 
more meat for himself, even after having fulfilled the behests of the 
injunction.’ 

From all this it follows that only three Kapinjala birds should be 
sacrificed. 

StTRA (44). 

Wb find other texts also indicative of the same conclusion. 
BJid§ya. 

A text in another connection also indicates the same conclusion that 
has been established by reasonings. This text is — ‘ ( 1) Krmd ydmydh, (2) 
■avaliptd raudrdh, (Z) nabhorupdh parjanydh, (4) tesdmaii^drdgnd dashamah ’ — 
If each of the first three always stands for only three, then alone can 
^eAindrdgna be the tenth ; otherwi.se (if the former stood for more than three) 
then the assertion of the Aindrdgna being the tenth would be only partly 
true. — -From this it follows that the number must be restricted to Three. 

80TBA (45). 

(A) Also beoatjse it is only thus that there would be 

APBROXIMATION TO THE ARCHETYPE ; (B) ALSO AS IN 
THE PRBViOnS CASEv 

Bhd^ya, 

(A) The archetype is the apimabsacrifice to Agm-Soma, where the 
number is one only ; which is whft,„|vm44 ;be admissible in the case in 



question, under the General Law; so that there is approximation to thia 
number one, if the number Tfcree is adopted; the adoption of any higher 
n umb er would remove it further from the archetypal number * one’. 

(g)__Xhere is the following indicative text also, found in connection 
with QrhamMUya—* OdaimnvMharaii% and then later on, the term 
‘ madhyarmsya' (‘the middle one’) is used without any other word, which 
shows that what is meant is the ‘middlemost’ from among Three i in the 
case of higher numbers, we always find an additional word, ‘Panchandm 
tnadhyarmh' (‘ ^niddlemost of five,’) ‘ aatdndmmadhymih (middlemost 
of eight). 


t . '>' • •j’'- i'- ^ ^ t ' J’! j. 



Adhikabana (9) : In the case of the injunction ‘ Uttar dh 
dx>hayati there should he milking of all the cows, 

SOTRA (46). 

[PObvapak§a] — “I isr the case oe the ‘latee ones’, it cannot 

BE AS MANY AS ONE MAY POSSESS; BECAUSE THE INJUNCTION 
MUST LAY DOWN WHAT IS NOT ALEEADY KNOWN.” 

Bhasya. 

There is milking of cows for preparing the Curd-Butter- Mixture - 
in connection therewith, it is declared — ‘Having milked three cows, with 
sp^ch controlled, one should give vent to speech and without touching them, 
jnilk the later ones 1‘Vagyatastisro dohayitva visrafavak ananvarabhya 
tautm dohayati^'}. 

The question that arises is — ^Is this an injunction ? or a mere reitera- 
tive reference ? 

The Purvapak^a is that — “ Laying down something not already known, 
it must be regarded as an Injunction ; a mere reiterative reference would be 
usel^”. 

In answer to this, wediave the following Siddhdnta - 

SUTRA (47). 

[Siddhanta] — In beauty, it should be done with as many as 

ONE MAY POSSESS ; THE INJUNCTION BEING OF SOMETHING 
ELSE, THE WOEDS IN QUESTION SHOULD BE TAKEN 
AS EEITEBATEVE BEFBEENCE. 

Bhasya. 

The' sentence ‘ He milks the later ones* should be regarded as a reitera- 
tive reference, not an Injimction; because there is an entirely different 
Injxmction here in the form of the clause ‘ Should give vent to speech, 
without touching them*. This being an injunction, if the sentence in 
question also were an injunction, then there would be syntactical split — 
(o) ‘should milk the later ones’, (6) ‘ should not be in touch with them*. 

Qtiestion — “ Where has this ‘ milking of the later ones ’ been previously 
engoined — ^to which the text in question is a reference ? ” 

[The answer to this is given in the following Sviral — 

SUTRA (48). . 

Because wholesale melkino has been enjoined, 

Bhd§ya, 

As a matter of fact, the wholesale ^milking of the cows has been enjoin- 
ed in the following text — ‘ NasyaUmn rMtmm pdi^aad agaihol/ram juhuydt, 



kurmrdshcha napayo labheran' i‘On this night millTsha^l not be ofiered at 
the Agnihotra, nor shall the boys get any milk ’] [which means that all the 
milk is to be held back in ordef to facilitate wholesale milking]. 

Objection — “ This sentence contains only the prohibition of giving milk 
to the boys”. 

Answer — ^There is no visible purpose served by the prohibiting of giving 
milk to the boys ; so that (if the sentence is taken as a prohibition) it would 
be necessary to assume an unseen result. 

“But under the other view also it would be necessary to have recourse 
to indirect (figurative) indication”. 

Yes ; but it is simpler to have recourse to a function of the words them- 
selves than to assume an unseen factor. Hence the sentence quoted should 
be taken as enjoining the wholesale milking of the cows; this is what is 
indirectly indicated by the prohibition of milk (for the boys). 

The milking of the ‘ later ones ’ (which are included in the wholesale 
milking) having been thus enjoined by this sentence, the words (‘mUks the 
later ones’, ‘uttardh dohayati’) must be taken as a reiterative reference to 
that same 

SUTRA (49). 

Also because a large quantity is required. 

BM§ya. 

There is the mantra — * Bahudugdhi indraya, dBvebTiyo havilj ’ (where a 
large quantity of milk is spoken of); and this would be saved from being 
only partially true only if all the cows were milked ; and the large quantity is 
always dependent upon the capacity (of the man). 


SUTRA (50). 

Further, in connection with the Agnihotra, there is the 
RULE regarding THE USE OF BaRLBY-GRUBL, WHICH 
IMPLIES WHOLESALE MILKING. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Agnihotra^ we read — ^Ndsyaitam ratrim payasdgni- 
hotram juhuydt, yathdnyasyai divatayai dadydt tddrk tat sydt, yavdgvd 
jdhwydt* [‘ On this night, one should not offer milk at the Agnihotra .... one 
should offer Barley-grueVl; shows that all the milk has to be kept for 
making the Gurd-Biater^Mixture. 


SUTRA (51), 


ALSO THERE IS THE PROHIBITION OP MILK FOR. THE BOYS. 
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SUTBA (52). 

Thebe is- also the all-embbacing indicative text which 

CONNECTS IT WITH THE DEITIES AFTEB HAVING 
CONNECTED IT (WITH MEN AND CALVES). 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text—* V atmbhyashcha ha m ltd manu^yebhyashcha purd 
apydyayante, athmtarhi dlvlbhya evaita dpydyayantV [ ‘At first, they satisfy 
the calves and the men, then the same satisfy the deities this text 
indicates the milking of all. — How so ? — ^What the text says is that * Those 
same that originally satisfied the calves and the men, later on, satisfy the 
deities and what satisfies the calves and the men is (the milk of) all the 
cows; — hence this text is indicative of the milking of all. 


ADHiKAEAisrA (10) : Though the ‘ Agneya ’ arid other main 
sacrifices are distinct from each other, the ^ Aghdra"^ and 
other minor acts in connection therewith are 
performed Hn common\ 

Bhdsya. 

At the Darsha-Punyimdsa, the Agmya and the rest are the tnain sacri- 
fices, — of these, the ‘ Aghdra ’ and the rest are mbsidianes. 

In regard to these latter, we proceed to consider the question — ^Are these 
subsidiaries to be performed separately in connection with such of the main 
aaorifioes ? or, are they to be performed in connection with all of them ‘ in 
common ’ ? 

In this conneption, what has been already discussed under Sutras 
11. 1. 29. et. fieg. [is that the subsidiaries are to be performed only oncej. 
But the question discussed and settled there was in regard to the entire 
DaTsha-PUrnamdsa sacrifices ; while on the present occasion, it is going to 
be considered in regard to each of the (six) main sacrifices (that constitute the 
Darsha-PUrnamdsa). 

On this question this Purvapaksa is as follows : — 

SUTRA (53). 

[P0bvapae:?a — confmwei?]— “ Inasmuoh AS the spbsidiabies 

ABB STJBSBEVIBNT TO THE MAIN SAOBIITCBS, — ^WHBN THEBE 
IS DIVBBSITY OF MAIN SAOBIFICES, THEBE MUST BE 
DIVERSITY IN THE BEBFORMANCE OF THE 
SITBSIDIABIES 

Bhdsya. 

In the performance of the subsidiaries, there must be diversity, — ^Le. the 
performance shoixld vary with each Main Sacrifice; — and with each Main 
Sacrifice, there should be a distinct performance of the subsidiaries — ^why ?— 
Because they are subservient to the main sacrifices, — Le. because they are sub- 
servient to a Principal ; as a matter of fact, the subsidiaries are eujoiued as 
serviug the purposes of a Principal, in order to make the Principals equipped 
with subsidiaries; — and when the subsidiaries are connected with the Princi- 
pals, it is not meant that they should be so connected all together ; because 
what are enjoined are, not the Principals, but the subsidiaries ; and no acces- 
sory of what is not itself enjoined by a sentence can be meant to be predicated 
by that sentence; ^g. in the sentence * Graham sammarspi^ (‘wsishes the 
cup’), the singleness of the pwjp is not meant to be predicated [because it is 
not the cup, but its wash^, 'i&i^\Jia enjoined in the sentence]. Such being 
the case, the connection of should be made with each one of 
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the Principals separately ; if they were performed only once, they would be 
connected with the Principals as a whole non-distributively ; just like the 
connection of the Prwjfojn^ja and the Udayantya with the EMdashim (see 
above, 10. 6. 6. et seq.),~Tt has been declared too (under Su. 

11. 1. 10) that the connection should be made with all together, jointly. — 
Prom all this it follows that theio should be a distinct performance of the 
subsidiaries in connection with each Principal (Main Sacrifice) ”. 

SUTRA (54). 

[PObvapaesa — cmiduded] — “Thebe would be bistubbance of 

THE OBDEB. OF SEQUENCE, IF THEBE WEBB SIMULTANEITY”. 

Bkdsya. 

“There is a certain order of sequence among the Main Sacrifices ; and in 
that same order have they got to be accompanied by the subsidiaries if 
then the subsidiaries were performed only once * in common ’ connection with 
all the main sacrifices, [this could be done only after all the Main Sacrifices 
had been performed], and this would mean that the Agnlsomlya (which 
is the second of the Main Sacrifices) would be commenced before the 
Agwya (the first of the Main Sacrifices) had become equipped with 
subsidiaries ; and this would be a * disturbance of the order of sequence ’ 
among the Main Sacrifices. — On the other hand, if the subsidiaries were 
performed separately with each of the Main Sacrifices, then the Agmaomlya 
along with the subsidiaries would come in only after the Agneya had 
been completed along with the s^Jd>sidiaries % so that there would be no 
disturbance in the order of sequence. 

“Another party says — If the subsidiaries were performed in common, 
then, during the time that the Tanunapdt (the second of the subsidiaries) 
is helping the Agneya (the first Main Sacrifice), the Samit (the first sub- 
sidiary) would be helping the Agrniaomij/a (the second sacrifice) ; and thus 
there would a disturbance of the order of sequence in the help rendered, 

“Further, such details as Angdrdpohana etc. and Samsparshi and the 
like are actually performed separately, in connection with each Main Sacri- 
fice ; and these details do not differ in any way from the Subsidiaries, 
Aghdra and the vest.” 

SUTRA (65)* 

[SiddhInta] — ^In fact, thebe should be simultaneity; because 

THINGS STANDING ON THE SAME FOOTING HAVE BEEN ENJOINED 
BY THE SAME TEXT; AND BECAUSE WE PEBOEIYE 
NO piFFEBENOE. 

; ' ‘ i 

The term * tu* (‘in fact’) introduces a diffiermt view. 

It is not the right view that the' pe^oitoance of the subsidiaries should 
^be different with each Main Sacrifice); as a matter of fact, there should he 

/ ' , ' . ^ 
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simultaneity I i.e. there should be only one performance; and the sub- 
sidiaries, performed once,' become connected with all the Main Sacrifices 
simultaneously; — because when the things (subsidiaries) standing on the 
same footing, are laid down by the same text, we do not 'perceive any 
difference in the matter of their subserving the purpose (of the Main Sacrifices). 
All the subsidiaries stand on the same footing, as regards (a) their per- 
former, (6) place (of performance), and (c) time (of performance); — (a) 
there are four Priests (as performers) at the Sacrificial Performances 
of the Darsha-Puriwmdsa, — (6) ‘ the level ground ’ is the jjZace laid down for 
the performance of those sacrifices, in the text ‘ One should perform the 
Darsha-Punyamdsa sacrifices on level ground’, — and (c) the time for the 
Darsha-Purnamdsa has been laid down in the text ‘ One should per- 
form the Paurnamasa on the Pull Moon Day and the Darsha on the Moonless 
day '', — and it is going to be shown under Su. 11. 2, 7 that the Place, 
Time, and Performer of the subsidiaries are the same as those of the 
Main Sacrifices. — ^Further, it is by means of a single text — ‘Desiring 
heaven, one should perform the Daraha-Purnamasa ’ — that the Main Sacri- 
fice!^ have been enjoined as lesuiing to the Result. — “ What if that is 
so ? ” — What follows from this is that in bringing about the result, there is 
joini functioning (of the subsidiaries), — which means that the desire in 
the mind of the person desiring heaven is for performing the subsidiaries 
simultaneously, not for performing all of them with each one of the 
Main Sacrifices. In fact, if the Aghdra and other subsidiaries were per- 
formed with a desire to perform all, then we could perceive no difference 
in them, — standing, as they do, on the same footing, as having the 
same Performer, Place and Time, — as to whether they appertain to the 
Agniaomiya or to the Agneya; and yet it is possible for them to subserve 
the purposes of all; hence they do come to subserve the purpose of 
aU, and consequently, they should not be repeated. 

SUTRA (66). 

As THEY WOULD BE SERVING ONE AJTD THE SAME PURPOSE, 

IT WOULD INVOLVE NO DISORDER. 

BMsya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 54) that “if there is simultaneity, there 
would be disturbance of the order of sequence”. — Our answer to that is as 
follows : — As they would he serving one and the same purpose, it would involve 
no disordeir ; i.e. there would be no disturbance of the order of sequence ; — 
“ why ? ” — ^because they would be serving one and the same purpose ; — it 
has been said already that the subsidiaries function jointly ; so that 
they are performed together, hot separately one by one; so that the 
performance of any one of them would serve no purpose at all; — and 
it is only when there is connection with each one of several things 
that there can be an order of sequence; hence in the performance of 
the subsidiaries, there can be mu. * order of sequence ’ ; whence then could 
there be any ‘disturbance of the order of sequence’ ? t 
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4s for the disturbance in the order of sequence of the help rendered by 
the subsidiaries, — there also, the Aghara does not help the Main Sacrifices 
as soon as it is performed, for the simple reason that at that time the Main 
Sacrifices themselves are not there (not having been performed) it is only 
when all the subsidiaries have been performed, that the * Unseen Udroes ’ 
(set going by them) join together and render their help to the Main Sacri- 
fices;— that the subsidiaries also function jointly has been shown under 
Sutra ll. I. 6. So that there is no disturbance of the order of sequence in 
regard to the help rendered by the subsidiaries. 

SUTRA (57). 

Thebe is also a text indicative of the same conclusion, — 

SAYS KAMUKAYANA. 

Bhdsya. 

There is also a text indicative of the same conclusion — that has been 
arrived at by means of reasoning, — so has thought the Teacher Kdmuka- 
yana. — “ What is that text ? ” — ^It is this — * There are fourteen oblations 
at the Paury^mdsa sacrifice and thirteen at the Darsha' ; if there were 
repetition, the number of "oblations would not remain restricted to Thirteerk 
or Fourteen. 

As for the argument (urged under Su. 64) that “as in the case of the 
Samsparshi, so also in the case of such subsidiaries as are indirectly helpful, 
there may be repetition ”, — our answer is as follows : — 

SUTRA (68). 

In view of the General Principle, there may be. sequence 

ONLY IN case of INABILITY, — BECAUSE AN EMBELLISH- 
MENT SERVES THAT PURPOSE. 

Bhd?ya. 

There is the General Principle that ‘ subsidiaries functioning jointly 
should be performed together ’ ; hence they should, as a rule, be performed 
together m all oases. — ^It is only in case of inability, — as in the case 
of ‘ Dharma — samsparsha' , — that there may be sequence, and hence 
separate performance ; for instance, a single performance of the Angdrd- 
pohana cannot serve for the cooking of all things ; nor would the pasting 
of one cake bring about the ‘ pasting of all the cakes ; — because an 
embellishment serves that purposes i,e. , the Angardpohana has been laid 
down as an embellishment for the booking ;—rit is for this reason that 
in the case of those subsidiaries whieh are directly and visibly help- 
ful, they should be repeated with .4abh Main Sacrifice ; otherwise the 
sacrifice itself could not be aeoonxphshbclr OBht this , camot be so in 
the case of the subsidiaries in question, helpful only indirectly — 
, through a® intervening 1 4 l-A-i - " 
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StJTRA (69), 

[Objection] — ‘-‘Even though ‘untouched’ [it sIcould be 

BBPBATBD], AS IT IS FOB THAT BUBPOSB ”, 

Bhdsya. 

“ The J.ghdra and other subsidiaries, even though ‘ untouched % should 
be repeated with each Main Sacrifice. — ‘Why?’ — Because, it is Jor that 
purpose ; the - special fact is clearly recognised that when something is 
done in close proximity to another, it is for the sake of this latter; — 
the subsidiaries beginning with the Aghara and ending with the Ajyabhdga 
are. close to the Agneya, and those beginning with the Svistakrt are close to 
the Agmgomlya ; — this distinction is clearly perceived ; — ^and so there must 
be difference among the subsidiaries. From this it follows that in close 
proximity to the Updmshuydja and other sacrifices the subsidiaries begin- 
ning with the Aghara are to be performed before, and. those beginning 
with the SvisfahTt are to be. performed after, the said Updmshuyaja ; — 
such would be the distinction among the ‘ Samsparshi ’ details themselves.” 

SUTRA (60). 

[Answer] — In fact, it would bE on account of capacity ; 

UKE THE LAMP. 

• Bhdsya. 

It has been argued that — “This special feature is perceived that the 
details appertain to that in close proximity to which they are found; and 
that hence there should be repetition”. — This is not right; — why?-— 
because of capacity', — they have the capacity to help all the sacrifices, 
even though they may be performed in proximity to only one of them ; — 
like the lamp ; when several Brahmanas are dining, though the lamp 
may be placed near one of them, it would benefit all of them.— Hence we 
conclude that there should be no repetition. 

SUTRA (61) 

(PuBVAPAKSA; — reasserted] — “ In obdinaby life, it is dbtebminbd 

BY THE NEEDS OF EACH CASE ; WHBBB THERE IS AN INJUNCTION, 

IT SHOULD BE PERFORMED ALONG WITH BACH PRINCIPAL”. 

! Bhdsya. 

“We have not hitherto answered the details of the Siddhdntiri s argu- 
ment ; this is what is done now, — It has been asserted that it would be bike 
the Lamp ; — but that is not right ; .because in,’ ordinary life, it is determined 
, by the needs of each case, - wheth^ the lamp shall be lighted in one 
place pr in several; ff it is' found that by being ll^^ited in one place, it 
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illumines all, then it is lighted in one place only, — and if it does not 
illumine all, it is lighted in several places. In this case the capacity of 
the lamp (to illumine or npt to illumine all) C6in be perceived. In the 
case in 'question on the other hand, the capacity of details can be ascer- 
tained only by the Injunctions bearing upon them, — as to whether they 
do, or do not, help the Main Sacrifices; this cannot be determind by Per- 
ception. Injunction there is none, as to the subsidiaries helping any one 
of the Main Sacrifices ; it is only through proximity that it is learnt that 
it helps that to which it is proximately placed. — Hence there should be 
repetition”. 

SUTRA (62). 

[SiddMntin^s argument reiterated] — Acoobdip:g to KamdkIyaxa, 

THEBE SHOTJLD BE A SINGLE TBEFOBMANCB (OF THE SOB- 
SIDIABIBS) ; AS OTHERWISE, THERE WOULD BE IN- 
COMPATIBILITY WITH THE LIMITATION FIXED. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been pointed out (in Su. 67) that the teacher Kamukayana holds 
the opinion that there should be a single performance, so that there may be 
no incompatibility with the limitation of the number of oblations fixed 
at ‘fourteen’ and ‘thirteen’. — ^What is the FCtroapafesm’s answer to that? 

This Sutra is meant to recall a former argument. 

6 SUTRA (63). 

{Furva^ahsin’ s answer to afeowe] “The subsidiaries being 

SUBSERVIENT TO ANOTHER, THE DECLARATION OF 
‘SINGLE performance’ SHOULD 
BE IGNORED 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ vidM’ here stands for the subsidiary, in the sense timt it is 
what has been end oined—*^ hidhiy ate iti\ 

Says the Purvapak§m-^^* The subsidiary being subservient to another , — 
when it has been found that when one act is done, in proximity to an- 
other, it helps this latter, then it must follow that the performance of 
subsidiaries should be repeated; such being the case, the limitation of 
the number of oblations to ‘fourteen’ and ‘thirteen’ cannot be right. 
It may be that the assertion of ‘fourteen’ and ‘thirteen’ oblations — in 
the text ‘There are fourteen* oblations at the Paurnamasa and thirteen 
at the Darsha \ — is a merely figurative statement, and it cannot be treated 
as an injunction of the definite nuxnbers; the real numbers being always 
indicated by the totality of the obiaMons ofered; — ^it' can be taken only 
as a reiterative reference; — such he figurative; as it is 

always made to what is already i a^d yrlpnt i^ already known is 
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the number of the injunctions of the oblations, not of the oblations 
themselves ; hence the sentence is a mere reference to these.” 

StJTRA (64). 

\Purva'pah§a argument answered] — -There being no separation 

OP CONTEXT, THERE SHOULD BE A SINGLE PEBPOEMANCE,— 

SAYS BADABAYANA; as in the case of INJUNCTIONS. 

Bhdsya. 

Bddardyana has held the opinion that there should be a single perform- 
ance (in common) of the subsidiaries. — “Why?” Because there is no 
separation of context ;■ there is one and the same context for ,all the Ma m , 
Sacrifices, as they function jointly ; this has been already explained above ; 
and there is no idea as to the subsidiaries being subservient to any one 
of these sacrifices in particular. — It has been argued that “this relation- 
ship to a particular sacrifice is ascertained by the fact of the subsidiaries 
being performed in proximity to one of the main sacrifices ”. — But this 
cannot be right. — “ Why ?”— The pMticular connection indicated by proxi- 
mity — which means ‘Order of Sequence’, — ^is set aside by the indications 
of the ‘Context’ [which latter is more authoritative than ‘Order’]; — as- 
m the case of Injunctions; in the case of Injunctions (of the subsidiaries), 
by reason of the Context being the same, aU the subsidiaries are treated 
as equally subservient to all the mam sacrifices, — and not only to that 
particular one in proximity to which they appear, — and this for the simple 
reason that ‘Order’ is set aside by ‘Context’. — Further, the mere chance 
of their appearing in proximity to one cannot connect the subsidiaries 
with that one alone ; because, in any case, — even if they were subservient 
to all,— -they could appear in proximity to any owe only [it is not possible 
for their being mentioned along with every one of them]. Hence no 
particular relationship can be determined entirely on the ground of proxi- 
mity. — It follows from all this that the performance of the subsidiaries 
should be * in common ’ (only once for all Main Sacrifices). 

Bddardyaifa is mentioned with a view to commending the view, not to- 
show that it is only one of several alternative theories. 

SCTRA (65). 

“In some oases, it has been definitely enjoined, — WHENCE IT 
cannot be so (IN ALL OASES)”, — IF THIS IS URGED [then 
the answer is as in the next Sutra]. 

Bhd§ya. 

[Says the opponent] — “It is not right that there should be a single 
performance. — ^Whyf — Beoause in some cases the single collTCtive perfor- 
' manee is laid dowq directly in -so many words^‘ Saha avaghnanti, saha 
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pimnti’ [‘They thresh eollectively, they pound collectively’]; and.it is 
only when the idea is there that ‘there should be no repetition, in any 
case’, that this text can be taken as specifying that ‘such non-repefiiion, 
i.e. single collective performance, is right in this ease only, not in any 
other case’.” 

The answer to this is as follows: — 

SUTRA (66). 

Not so; because the Injunotioh has been actually laid down. 
Bhasya. 

It is not right that the text quoted should be taken dfs specifioatory ; it 
is only when something already recognised as to be done is reasserted that 
such reassertion can be taken as specificatory in the case of the text 
quoted Saha avaghnanti> etc.’), colleetvoe performance is not already recog- 
nised as to be done ; — ^how so ? — ^because the ofiering in question has 
been laid down as to be done separately; — ^i.e. the offering has been laid 
down as to be performed separately in connection with the Agniya and 
Agmsomlya sacrifices; so that the ‘Threshing’ and ‘Pounding’ also in 
connection with these come to be recognised as to be done separately. 
Hence it becomes necessary to definitely enjoin the collective performance. 
Prom this it follows that the mere injunction of collective performance in 
one case need not mean that in other oases there should be separate 
performance. 


ADHiKABAisrA (11) : The First and Third ‘ BlcLch-nmlced'' 
animals are to he offered together. 


Somewliere in the Veda, we read — ‘ Agneyam hranagrivamalahheta, 
saumyam babhrum, agneyam krgiyagrivam purodhdydm spardhamdna^ ’ [‘ One 
aspiring after Priesthood should sacrifice to Agni a black -necked animal, 
the tawny one to Soma, the black-necked one to Agni’’]. 

In regard to this we consider this question — Should the offering of the 
first and third ‘ blaek-neeked animals’ be made together ? or separately ? 

The Purvapahaa is as follows — ' 

StiTKA (67). 

[POBVAFAESA]— “ As AXiBBADY EXPLAINED, THBBiB SHOTJLD BE 
SIMULTANEITY IN THE CASE OF THINGS STANDING ON 
THE SAME FOOTING, AMONG WHOM THEBE IS. 

NO DISTINCTION PEROEIVBD.” 


“ It has been already explained that in performance there should be 
simuUcmeiiy, in the case of things standing on the same footing, bemuse they 
have been enjoined by on^and the same word (Su. 11. 1. 66). In the case in 
question, the two ‘black-necked animals’ being offered to the same 
deity, and hence both together, there is no difference perceived between 
them; — that they are to be offered together follows from the fact of 
both leading to the same result; — hence the offering of both should 
be done together.” 

SUTRA (68). 

[SiddhSnta] — Thebe should be separateness, — because thebe 

IS DIFFBBENCB IN. TIME, AND BECAUSE THE INJUNCTIONS ABE 
INTEBOEPTED; in the injunction OF PABTIOULAB THINGS 
THAT SAME IS THE TIME FOB THE OFFEBTNG. 


The right course is that the offerings should be made separately, not 
in common (the two together).-—'* Why ? ’’.’—JSeca-Mse there is difference 
in time , — ^“Why difference in time ?” — Because the injunctions are 
intercepted % ie,^ the two injunctions of the offering of the ‘black-necked 
animals’ are imix/rcepted by the injunction of the offering to Soma (of the 
animal); now in accordance with the order of the injunctions, 
;o Soma shoiffd be dCne before one of the offerings of the 
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Adhikabana (1): The performance of the Agneya and 
other Main Sacrifices is to be * in common \ as regards 
Time, Place and Performers. 

SUTRA (1). 

The Main Sacrifices have the same pIjAce, time and performers, 

BEGAtrSB THEY HAVE BEEN ENJOINED UNDER A SINGLE NAME. 

BTiasya. 


At the Darsha-Puntamasa, the Agneya and the rest are the Main 
Sacriflees. — In connection with these, (a) the place, (6) time, and (c) perfdrmors 
have been thns laid down — (a) ‘ One should perform the Darsha-Purmxm&aa 
’sacriflees on level ground', (6) *On the FuUmoon Day one should perform 
the Paurtxamdsa Sacrifice and on the Moonless Day, the Darsha sacrifice’, — ■ 
(c) ‘At the performance of the Darsha and Paurnamdsa there are four 
Officiating Priests'. — Also in connection with the Chaturmdsya sacrifioe~ 
(a) ‘ At the Chaturmdsya one should make the Vaiahvadeva offering on 
grotmd sloping to the East', (6) ‘One should make the VaishvaMva offering 
during the Spring’, (c) ‘At the performance of the Chaturmdsya .s&CTificea, 
th&XQ are five officiating Priests' . 

In regard to this wo proceed to consider the following question — Are 
the Place, Time and Performers ‘Common’ to all the Main Sacrifices (com- 
posing the Darsha-PurtTkamdsa) ? Or, are they different ? 

What has got to be specially considered in this connection is — Are the 
Place, Tima and Performer's auxiliaries to’the Injunctions of the Main Sacri- 
fices ? That is — ‘ The Cake baked on eight pans is to be offered to A gni ', and 
so forth being thg injunctions of the AgnSya and the other Main Sacrifices, 
the Injunctions of place, etc.— ‘ should perform on even ground ’ and the 
rest — supplementary to the said injunctions (of the Main Sacrifices),^ — 
the meaning being T>hat ‘The Agneya and the- other Main Sacrifices to 
be performed are such as should be performed on even ground, on tl 
Fullnioon Day, etc. etc.’ ? — 'Or are the Place, Time and Performers part; 
and parcel of the Performance ? — that is part and parcel of that Performance 
of the Agneya and the rest which is undertaken for obtaining the results 
of those sacrifices ? 

“What would be the outcome qf this consideration ? ’’ 

If they are part and parcel of the Performance, then they should be . 
■='«+ed as ‘common’ ; if they are auxiliaries to the Injunction of the sacri- 
a they should be treated as different (separate) with each of the 
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Tiie most reasonable answer to this question that presents itself (as the 
SiddMnta) is as follows: — The Main Sacrifices have the same -place, time 
and performers, — i.e. these are * common ’ to all the Sacrifices. — ^This is 
the conclusion (put forward as the Siddhanta). — On the basis of this prin- 
ciple, they offer the following explanation-— The Place, Time and Performers 
are part and parcel of the performance of the sacrifices. — “ Why ? - 

Because there can be no performance apart from Place, Time and Per- 
formers ; and when one thing is not possible apart from another, the latter 
is regarded as part and parcel of the former; — hence the Place, Time 
and Performers should be regarded as part and parcel of the Performance; 
and when they are part and parcel of the Performance, they must he 
held to be ‘common’- to all the Main Sacrifices. — “Why?” — Became they 
have been enjoined under a single name; — ^i.e. because they have been en- 
joined under a single name in the text ‘ One desiring heaven should perform 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa Sacrifices ’ ; it follows that the result following from 
them is one and the same ; and when the result is one and the same, they 
should all be performed together — so that we do not perceive to which one 
of the Main Sacrifices the said Place, Time and Performers appertain ; — and 
when this is not perceiv^, it is only right that they should be regarded as 
‘common’. — Thus we conclude that the Place, Time and Performer are 
‘ common ’ to all the six Main Sacrifices. 

SUTRA (2). 

[Purvapahsa — argument against Siddhanta] — “ If it were not auxili- 
ary TO THE Injunctions, then, the sacrifices would be 

RECOGNISED AS CONNECTED ; — ^INASMUCH AS THEY SERVE 
THE PURPOSES OF DEFINITION, AND BECAUSE IT IS 

AN Injunction of the other factors, 

THESE SHOULD BE CONNECTED WITH 
EACH OF THE MAIN SACRIFICES 
SEPARATELY.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ If it were not auxiliary to the Injunctions, — i.e. if the injunction of the 
Place, etc. were not auxiliary to the Injunction of Sacrifices, — then the 
sacrifices, Agniya and the rest, could be recognised as connected, without 
distinction, in common, with the Place, Time and Performers; — as a 
matter of fact, however, it is actually auxiliary to the Injunction of the 
sacrifices- [Hence there is no ground for the ‘ common ’ relationship]. — 
‘ How so ? ’ — ^The Place, Time and Performers are taken as enjoined by 
the texts ‘ The Darsha-Purnamasa should be performed on level ground ’, 
etc. — because they are not already known from any other source; and 
when th^e are what are enjoined by the^e: texts, the term ‘ Darsha-punja- 
masa’ (as contained in the text) should Ije regarded as merely referring to 
the Agryiya and other main sacrifices (pomposing the Darsha-Purmmdaa) ; 
— otherwise (if this were taken as an injwncUon of the Darsha-Purna- 
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mdsa), the single text would contain the injunctions of several things [thus 
involving a syntactical split]. If then, the text contains a mere reference 
to the Agneya, etc. their joint performance cannot be taken as meant -to 
he signified; in fact, if it were meant to be signified, there would be 
syntactical split, the meaning being — (a) that the Place, etc. appertain 
to the Agneya and the rest, and (6) that these are to be performed to- 
gether, jointly. — ' Why so ? — Such texts as * The Darsha-Pur^tnasa should 
be performed on level ground' are capable of enjoining only the Place 
and other details relating to the AgnJeya and other Sacrifices; because 
they serve the purposes of definition-, i.e. it is unde:fetood that the purpose 
they serve is the defining of the details (of Place, etc.) ; — ^the term ‘ darsha^ 
purnamdsa ’ denotes a composite -sacrifice, — and the composite being for 
the purpose of defining (indicating) the components, can, through proxi- 
mity, serve that purpose of defining them. — “ But even so, there would be 
recourse to indirect figurative indication.’ — -It is better to haye recourse to 
such indirect indication than to take a sentence as serving several purposes 
(having several meanings) ; as, if there are several meanings, there can foe 
no expressiveness ; while indirect indication makes it quite expressive ; 
being, as it is, one of the well-recognised ordinary forms of expression, 

“ Further by Direct Denotation, the Place, etc. would be enjoined in . 
regard to the composite sacrifice; as a matter of fact, however, there is 
no connection between Composite Sacrifice and -the Place, etc.; the 
details of Level Ground and the rest are active agents ; and an active 
agent is connected with the action, not with the qualifications of the 
action ; so that, for this reason also, there should be indirect (figurative) 
indication ; just as in the case of the text ‘ Paunvj.mdstmabhimf'sMi 
[* One should touch the Pauri^mds t 'li, the term ‘ paurnamdsl' is taken 
' as figuratively indicating t-he substance oSered at the Paurnanidsa setcrifice'. 

“ Further, beoame it is an injunction of the other faciorsy^-^t Place and 
the rest, — they should be connected with each of the main aacrificea mpanstely^ 
as there are peculiar conditions perceptible which justify this conclusion- > 
“ Question—^ By what are the level ground and other details enje^ned 
in regard to the Agneya and other sacrifices ? ’ 

Answer — “By the verbs in the texts — * Same yajita' (‘should saarifiee; 
on level ground’), * Paurr^amdsydm yajeta' (‘should sacrifice on th® Full 
Moon day’); the verbal root in the verb 'yajlia' refers to the «acrt- 
fice (already enjoined elsewhere) and in reference to this sacrifice the 
injunctive affix enjoins the level ground and other details; the performers 
also — who are spoken of, by the words ‘he is unfailing’, for the purpose 
of laying down the entire form of the sacrifice, — are enjoined by the 
same (injunctive affix). — Or, the Nominative Agent, even though not 
actually mentioned in the Third Person, is always understood as implied 
by the iiniversal verb * to be ’.” 


This argument of the Purvapdksin is left unanswered here; and a 
different discussion is introdpoed.:— -f ‘ Why is it that before one discussion 
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has been concluded, another is started ? ’’—The reason for this lies in the 
fact that at the stage at which the forpgoing discussion has reached, 
there arises out of it a question which embodies the PurvapaJcsa of the 
new disoussion; that is why it is introduced at this stage [though it is- 
only the Purvapakm that is stated here, the thread of the discussion 
being resumed much later, in Sutra 7 below]. 


Adhikabajis-a. (2) : The restriction of being performed ^ on 
level ground ’ and the rest applies to the subMiaries also. 

STJTRA (3). 

"[PObvapak^a] “ Thebe should be ho BBSTBicniON nj regard to 

THE SUBSIDIARIES ; AS THE RESTRICTIONS HAVE BEEN T.Am 
DOWN IN RBEERENCB TO THE MaIN SaCBUTCB.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the subsidiaries, we proceed to consider the ques- 
^on.--^o the same Place, Time and Performer appertain to these also ? 
•Or is there no restriction regarding these in the case of the subsidiaries ? 

The Purmpahsa is as follows should he no restriction in 
r^ard to the subsidiaries i—vfhj t~becauae the restrictions have been laid 
dotm w reference to the Main Sacrifice;— it is with reference, to the 
Main Sacrifices, AgnMya anil the rest, that the ‘level ground’ and other 
•details have been laid down as auxiliary to the injunctions of the main 
saonfices; and as such they cannot apply to anything else. Hence (in 
^oimection with subsidiaries) there should be no restriction ;-just as the 
S^slance and the Deity that have been laid down in connection with 
the Sacrifices do not find place at the subsidiaries,— so also the 

Performer (that have been laid down in connection with 
the Mam Sacrifices, should have no connection with the subsidiaries.) 


[The answer to this Purvapahsa and the consequent discussion is 
postponed to Sutra 7, and] the text resumes the thread of the previous 
ldh^hara 1 )a, at the point left off (on p. 703 of' the text),— and the 
folloTwng IS the answer to the arguments of the Purvapaksin (of the 
first Adhtharana) under Sutra (2). 


SUTRA (4). 

ISiddhdntin’s answer to Purvapahsa argument set forth in Su. 2]— If the 
vSAORIFIO^J HAD SOME GONNEOTtON WITH THE. INJUNCTION, THEN 
IT MIGHT BE AS SUGGESTED ; [BUT IT IS NOT SO] ; BECAUSE 
THEY ARB ENJOINED UNDER A SINGLE NAME AND 
ABE CONNECTED WITH THE TVTATV PUHPOSE. 

Bhagya. 

If the Agniya and othpr sacrifices were connected with the Injunc- 
tion of the ‘ level groimd * . and^ other details, then these details might 
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be taken as auxiliary to the Injunotion of the main sacrifices ; and in 
that ease the ‘level ground’ and other details might have appertained 
to the main sacrifices separately and severally; — as a matter of fact 
however, the main sacrifices have no connection with the injimction of* 
the details in question. — “ Why ? ''—Became they are enjoined under a single 
name and are connected with the main purpose ; that is, there is a single term 
(* dkirsha-puriyamdsa ' ) denotative of the Agniya and other main sacrifices- 
taken collectively, and it is with this single term with which the ‘ Level 
Ground’ and other details are connected by the text ‘One should perform 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa on Level Ground and these are not connected 
with the terms ‘Agneya', etc. which are denotative of the sacrifices 
severally as mentioned in the text ‘ The cake baked on eight pans is 
Agniya'. The Purvapahga view would involve the abandoning of directly 
perceptible connection with the sacrifices collectively and the adopting of 
the indirect one with the sacrifices severally; and this too only through 
indirect indication. If, on the other hand, the connection (of the 
details) is made with the main purpose, then both these .incongruities 
become avoided. . 

“ What is the ‘ main ptirpose ’ ? ” ' 

It is the principal result, and the operation tending to accomplishing- 
that result. 

“ What is that ? ” 

The performance of the Agneya and other main sacrifices. 

“ How is it known that the ‘ Level Ground ’ and other details are 
ooimeoted with the said performance ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows : — The text ‘ Desiring heaven, 
one should perform the Darsha-PUrn^mdsa sacrifices’ declares that 
the performance of the Agneya and other main sacrifices taken together 
is for the purpose of bringing about the result ; if then, in connection 
with that same purpose, the ‘ level ground ’ and other details are enjoined 
again by Direct Assertion, — the sense conveyed would be that ‘ The Darsha- 
Pur^mdsa sacrifices that one should perform, one should perform on level 
ground’; and this would not involve’ the assumption of any connection 
with the Main Sacrifices severally, — ^nor any recourse to Indirect Indication. 
Hence it follows that the injunction of the details {Level Ground, etc.) is. 
in reference to the performance of the sacrifices; and this performance is 
common to all the sacrifices in question; as we do not perceive any 
peculiarity whereby it would pertain to any one of the sacrifices singly. — 
Thus we conclude that the Place, Time and Performer are ‘ common ' (to 
the Agniya and^other main sacrifices). 

StJTRA (6)V 

There is also an indicative text pointing to the same concldsion. 

Bhd§ya. 

There is another text also which points to the same conclusion—' TJgrdtxi 
ha vd etdni ghordi^i havlmsi yadamSvdsydydm samhhriyante, dgneyam pratha- 
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mam, uindre uitare — the * collecting', and the order of sequence herein spoken 
of are possible only when they are ail performed at the same time. This 
also shows that the details in question are ‘ common 

SUTRA (6). 

These is dibbot deolabation of those, like that of the main" 

SACRIFIOBS; (as THE DBOLABATION OF AN ACTION) IS SUBSER- 
VIENT TO SOMETHING ELSE; ALSO BE C AITS E THEBE IS 
NO DECLARATION OF THE ACTION. 

BM§ya. 

For the following reason also the re-assertion should be taken as 
enjoining the performance. — “For what reason ?” — There is direct declara- 
tion of the ‘ Level Ground ’ and other details, — like that of the Main Sacrifices . — 
“How?” — ^because the declaration of an action is sid) servient to something 
else I — ^i.e. the declaration of action (sacrifice) that we have in the word 
‘ Darsha-Purnamdsahhydm ’ is subservient to something else, as the word 
contains the Instrumental Eliding; and as this word is in co-ordination 
with the word ‘ Tajeta', the Yogi (sacrifice) also must be subservient to 
something else. Thus then, it comes to this — ‘ One should accomplish 
something by means of the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifice’. — Also because 
there is no declaration of the action ; i.e. the action has not been declared, 
— what is to be done has not been declared ; that is, the Main Sacrifice has 
not been declared ; in its place there have been declared the * Level Ground ’ 
and other details ; — and inasmuch as these details have been declared in place 
of the Mean Sacrifice, the * declaration of these ’ has been spoken of (in the 
Sutra) as being * like that of the Main Sacrifice’ ; but those details them- 
selves are not the main swrifices. — ^Under the circumstances, if the text in 
question were taken to he a re-assertion of the declarations of Agneya and 
I Other main sacrifices, then that would deprive them of the character of 
being a reiterative reference to their * subsidiary character’ ; as their ‘ sub- 
sidiary character’ is not spoken of in that text; in fact, all that the 
sentences do is to describe the mere origination of the details ; — ^nor do they 
indicate anything to be accomplished, by virtue of which, and in relation 
to which, the said subsidiary character, even though not spoken of, yet 
implied, — could be taken as referred to. — In the injunction of performance, 
on the ocher hand; the subsidiary character also becomes declared, as also 
the Result, as what is to he accomplished. Hence the text in question 
should be taken as the re-cuasertion of that injunction of performance. — 
From all this it becomes established that the details in question are 
' common ’. 


[Here ends 'Adhikara'^a (1); and the next Sutra resumes the thread of 
Adhikamna (2), the Purvapakfa ordy of which was set forth under Sutra 3, bitt 
left unanswered.’] . . , . 
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SUTRA (7). 

[SiDDHANTA of AdUharav^a (2)]— In fact, the stjbsi3> abibs should 

BB TAKEN AS LAID DOWN ALONG WITH THE MaIN SaCBOIC® 
BECAUSE THAT IS THE*‘PBOCESS ; HENCE THEBE SHOULD 
BE SAMENESS OF PLACE. 

• BMsya. 

The following is the answer to the Purvapakm in regard to the 
diones set forth above (under Su. 3), — which wfe left unanswered. When it 
is settled that the place and other details are part and parcel of the 
performance, then there comes up the following final Slddhanta, which is 
therefore set forth after the said conclusion. 

It has been argued that— “ in regard to the subsidiaries, there can be no 
restriction regarding Place, Time and Performer ’’.—This is not right; as 
a matter of fact, in regard to the subsidiaries, there must be restriction regard- 
ing Place, Time and Performer,— as consisting in the ‘ level ground ‘ the Pull- 
moon and Moonless days’ and ‘the Four Priests’.— “Why so Because 

the subsidiaries also shotdd be taken, as laid dovm along with the Main Saoriflce, 
which has been laid down for the bringing about of the Result.— “ How so ? 
Bemuse that is the process ; i.e. the performance of the subsidiaries constitutes 
the process, whereby the Main Sacrifices bring about the Result; the Wm 
■*v%dhana' (in the Sutra) stands for the' process, the procedust. Hence ^ is 
that in the text 'Desiring heaven, one should perform the Barsha-PUr^. 
masa Sacrifices what is laid down is the performance of the Main Sacrifices 
along with the subsidiaries; and as the performance has been laid down 
herein, by the reassertion of that same there is the injunction of the ‘ level 
ground’ and other details. Prom this it follows that the subsidiaries also 
have the same Place, Time and Performers as the Main Sacrifices. 



SUTRA (8). 

“As the SUBSTANCE AND THE DeITY”,— IF THIS IS URGED [then the 
answer is as in the next Siitra]. 

Bhd^ya 

It has been argued (under Su. 3) thal^“ just as the Substance and the 
Deity of the subsidiaries are different from those of the Main Sacrifices, so 
should their Place, etc. also be different”.— This has got to be refuted.— This 
Sutra only reasserts the eagaxomt to be refuted. [The refutation is as 
follows.}. . ■ ■■ , 

StDTRA (9). 

Not so ; because it is auxiliabp to the Injunction of the 
Main Saobifices; and the peculiabity seeves the 
PUBPOSE OP BESTBIOTION. ‘ 
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injunction of the Main Sacrifices; hence it is that the pOTtioular Substance 
and Deity are restricted to the Main Sacrifices — ‘At this sacrifice {Agneya), 
the Agni is the Deity, and Gahe is the substance, — and at this sacrifice 
( 4 g'niaojwijra). Clarified Butter is the Deity and Agni-Soma the Deity.’-— 
Similarly in regard to the subsidiaries, there are such restrictions of Deity 
and Substance as — One performs the Pmydjfas- with Clarified Butter,’ ‘ One 
makes the offering to Svistakrt out of the Remnant ’ ; — ^and what is laid 
down in connection with one thing cannot be connected with another^.— In 
the case in question (which is of subsidiaries, not of Deity and Substance), in 
as much as the Place and other details are part and parcel of the performance, 
and the performance is common to (includes) the whole lot, — the Details 
m\ist be treated as ‘common’ (and not restricted to any one sacrifice). 
This reason therefore that has been cited by the opponent is found to be 
entirely fallacious ; hence the case in questionfs hot at all analogical to that 
of the Substance and Deity. 

SUTRA (10). 

On aooount of the inhbeence of those that inhbee thesbin, 

THE SUBSIDIAEIBS SHOULD BE ‘ COMMON ’ ; BUT THEBE IS DIFFEB- 
ENOE ON ACCOUNT OF THBBB DIFFEBENOE ; AND HENCB IN 
PBBFOEMANOE, THEBE SHOULD BE DIFFERENCE IN THE 
ACTIONS ; SPECIALLY AS THEY HAVE BEEN 
SPOKEN OF AS ‘ MaIN SaOBIFICES. — 

Thebe is also an indicative 

TEXT POINTING TO THE 
SAME CONCLUSION. 

BMsya. 

If the Substance and Deity were the same for the subsidiaries and 
the Main Sacrifices, then, by reason of the ‘ inherence ’ of those Sub- 
sidiaries and Main Sacrifices that inhere in those same Substances and 
Deities, there would be no difference in them ; and in that case the 
performance might be ‘ common ’. — As a matter of fact, however, there is 
difference on account of their difference ; i.e. when there is difference bet- 
ween the Substance and Deity of the subsidiaries and those of the Main 
Sacrifices, then, on account of that difference, there should he- difference 
in the performance of the actions', i.e. inasmuch as we perceive a differ- 
ence in the performance of the act of sacrifice, there should be diversity in 
that performance. 

There is also an indicative text pointing to the same conclusion ; an'4 
which can be explained only on the basis of this conclusion; that «#St 
being — ‘There are fourteen oblations offered at the Paurnamdsa and 
thirteen at the Darsha sacrifioef ’. From this also it is clear that therer is 
diversity between the Substemce and Deity of the Subsidiaries and those 
of the Main Sacrifices. 


Adhikarana (3) : In comificUon with the Bcursha-Furpi- 

mdsa and other ^ group’-sacrifices \ the subsiddaries ! 

should he performed separately m cormecidon i 

with eaah group. 

Ehasya. 

(A) In the ‘ Darsha-Purnamdaa' Sacrifice, there are two groups : (1) 

‘ Darsha, and (2) Pwrnamasa’;— (B) Similarly in the R^amya, there are 
two groups: (1) Istis, the Anumati, etc. and {%) Soma-Sacrifices, the i 

Pavitra, etc. (C) In the CMhirmasya also, there are the Vaishvadem i 

and other groups. 

In regard to this the following question is considered — Should all 
the subsidiaries be performed ‘ in common’, (A) for the Darsha and the 
Paury,amd,sa, — (B) and for the Jstis and Soma-Sacrifices, at the RajasUya, 

— and (C) for all the groups at the CMlurtndsifa ?— or should they be per- 
formed separately ? 

The Pwrmpaijsa is as follows : — 

SUTRA (11). i 


[Puevapaksa]— “ In connection with (A) the Isti, (B) the 
RaJASHYA, and (C) the ChATUEMASYAS, — THE SCTBSIDIAEIES 



SHOULD BE PERFORMED ‘ IN COMMON ’ ; AS EACH OF 
THESE IS ‘ONE SACRIFICE’.” 
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StJTRA (12). 

[ObjeGtim to Piirvapak?a}-~0^ ACOOirNT of the difference 

IN TIME, IT CANNOT BE SO. 

Bhd§ya. 

It cannot be right that the subsidiaries should be performed ‘ in 
common,’; as a matter of fact, the performance should be separate, (with 
each member of the group). — Why ? — Because of the difference in time ; in some 
oases, there is difference in place', (A) at the Darsha-Puntamdsa, there is 
difference in time — ‘The Paurnamdsa should be performed on I3ie Full 
Moon Day and the Darsha should be performed on the Moonless Day ’ (B) 
at the groups of the Ghdturmdsya also, there is difference in timer—* One 
should perform the VaiahvaMva in tldo spring, the V arunapraghdsa dming the 
rams, and th& Bdharriedha, during the winter’; — (0) at the Bdjasuya, there is 
difference in plctc^ — ‘The Cooked Rice is offered to Brhaspati in the house 
of the Brahman-priest, the Cake baked on eleven pans is offered to Indra in 
the king’s house, the Cooked Rice is offered to Aditya in the Queen’s house ” . — 
On account of this difference in time and difference in place, we perceive a 
clear distinction to the effect that those subsidiaries for which the full Moon 
Day is the time are helpful to the Paurtjamdsa sacrifice, not to the Darsha 
aacrifloe, — as, if performed in this latter, they would be defective (regarding 
tkne). Hence it follows that the performance of the subsidiaries in 
connection with the Pdun^amasa should be separate from that in connec- 
tion with the Darsha. 

S0TRA (13). 

[Purvapaksin’ 8 answer to the ohjection .'\ — “ It is not so, bboatjsb it is 

ONLY A part; as IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ AniMAL-SACEIPIOE . 

Bhdsya. 

“ It is not right that there should be separate performance.-— Why ? — 
Because U is only a part ; the subsidiaries have been enjoined as to be 
performed where the Result is expected to appear ; because the subsidiaries 
help the Main Sacrifices in the bringing about of the Result; — the Result 
too is connected with the injunction of the sacrifice as one composite 
whole, as is clear from the following texts— (A) ‘Desiring heaven, one 
should perform the Darsha-Pumamdsa sacrifice’, (B) ‘Desiring sovereignty 
of heaven, one should perform the EdfasHya sacrifice’, (C) ‘ Desiring heaven, 
one should perfoim the Ghdturmdsya sacrifices ’ ; — and the Result is not 
connected with the injunction of the parts (separate groups) of the 
sacrifices, as laid down in the following — (A) ‘One should perform 
the Paurnamdsa on the Full Moon Day’, (B) ‘One should perform 
the Vaishvadeva during the spring*, (C) ‘The Cooked Rice should be 
offered to Brhaspati in the house of the Brahman-Priest ’. — And when the 
subsidiaries are not admissible at these part-performances, how can they be 
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performed separately with each of these parts ? — As for the composite 
sacrifice, there can be only one performance of it, as it is conducive to a 
single result. In connection with whatsoever part (group) the subsidiaries 
may be performed, they would certainly become related to the composite 
sacrifice as a whole ; as the composite has no existence apart from its compo- 
nent parts. — As in the caae^of the Animal sacrifice, though there is diversity 
of time regarding the component offerings, — ‘ They offer the omentum at the 
Morning Extraction, the Cake at the Midday Extraction, and the Limbs at 
the Third Extraction,’ — ^yet, the subsidiaries are not repeated with each of 
these severally ; similar should be the treatment of the ease in question 
also.” 


SUTRA (14). 

[SIDDHANTA]— As A MATTER OP PACT, — ^INASMUCH AS THE GROUPS 
ARE DISTINCT ACTS, AND THEIR PROCEDURE HAS BEEN 
ENJOINED AS TO BE PERFORMED ‘IN COMMON’ — 

THE INJUNCTION SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
PERTAINING TO THEM ALONG WITH 
THE SUBSIDIARIES. 


BJid^ya. 

As a matter of fact, the performance of the subsidiaries should not be 
‘in common’; — why? — because the groups are distinct acts and have been, 
enjoined as to he performed ‘in common'. — These acts are distinct-^i.e, the 
group called ‘ Paurnamdsa ’ is quite distinct from the group called ‘ Darsha 
so also in the other cases ; and there is difference between them also 
regarding Place and Time — * One should perform the Paurtiamdsa on the 
Full-Moon Day, etc. etc’. There are distinct injunctions also regarding the 
Place and Time of the subsidiaries of these sacrifices. 

Objection. — “ It has been already pointed out that in this case subsi- 
diaries do not come in at all ; whence could there be any injunction regard- 
ing the place and time of the subsidiaries ? ” 

Answer . — It has been already explained that in connection with the per- 
formance of the sacrifices, the ‘ even ground ’ and other details become on- 
joined by the reassertion in another text; this reassertion, in the form One 
should perform the Darsha-PurndirMsa on even ground’, appertains to the 
performance of the composite sacrifice as a whole ; while the reassertion in 
the form ‘One sliould perform the Paur^amdsa on the Full Moon day’ 
appertains to only a part (the Paun^aindsa section) of that whole. Such 
being the case, the time (Full Moon Day), has been laid down for the 
performance of the Pav/niavndsa, - and the performance of the .subsidiaries 
cannot be separate from that of the Main Sacrifice to which tliey belong ; 
— hence the Full Moon Day must bethei/une for the performance of the 
subsidiaries of the Paurnamdsa,' aiHl Mnoniesa Day must be the time 
for the performance of the subsidiaries of the Jktrsha; as this distinction 
(between the two groups) is clearly j^oeiv^^.l^ey must be distinct. 
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SUTRA (15). 

There is an indioativb text also, pointing to the 

SAME OONOLirSION. 

Bhdfya. . 

There is the text — ‘There are fourteen oblations offered at the 
Paurnmndsa, and thirteen at the Darsha’; if the subsidiaries were 
performed ‘in common’ (between the two groups, Darsha and Pawn^a- 
mam), then there would not be/<mrtee?i oblations at the Powmawidsa and 
thirteen at the Darsha ; it is only when the performances are distinct, that 
there would be the two numbers of offerings at the two sacrifices.—From 
this it follows that the performances should be separate. 

StJTRA (16). . ' 

In that CASE, IT WOULD BE THE SAM IN CONNECTION WITH 
THE COMPONENT PARTS. 

B7id§ya. 

When the principle is as explained above, then, in connection toUh the 
component parts,— le. the acts constituting the I§ti {Darsha-Puryam&sa) 
and other sacrifices in question, — there being difference regarding Place and 
Time, the performance would be separate. — ^It is thus alone that there can 
be any sense in the assertion that at the two constituents of the Ghdtw- 
mctsya sacrifice, — the Anikavat and the Sdniapamya, — the ‘grass’ used 
should be common, — the ‘grass’ at the Sdntapanlya being the same 
as that as the Anikavat', as otherwise (if the whole performance were 
common) the fact of the grass being the same would be already a settled one, 
and hence its reassertion would be wholly meaningless. — From this also it 
follows that there should be separate performances. 

SUTRA (17). 

As REGARDS THE ‘ ANIMAL-SAOBmCE AS THERE IS ONLY ONE 
INJXJNOTION, THE PERFORMANCE IS ‘IN COMMON ONLY 
SPOKEN OF SEPARATELY. 

Bhdsya. 

It lias been argued (under ,Su. 13) that “ it should be as in the case of 
the Animal- Sacrifice”. — ^Our emswer to that is as follows; — As regards the 
Animal Sacrifice, it is only iri^ht that the subsidiaries should be per- 
formed only once; because in tliat case, there is only one performance ‘in 
common ’ ; and the separate mention is due to the declaration of the 
' offerings. — That the.performhnqe feito be once only follows from the fact 
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that there is only one injunction the only Injunction in this case is — 
‘Taking up the cup dedicated to the Aahvins, covering up the Sacrificial 
Post, one sacrifices the Savanlya animal dedicated to Agni\ As a matter 
of fact, the subsidiaries are included in the injunction of the whole 
‘Sacrifice’, not in the injunction of the ‘offering’. In this case the Main 
Sacrifice is separated by the two ‘ offerings ’ having been laid down as to be 
performed at different times ; so also do those subsidiaries become separated 
which are performed for the sake of that main sacrifice ; there is therefore 
no reason why these should be performed again.^ — ^Thus then, there is no 
analogy between the case of the ‘ Animal Sacrifice ’ and the ease in 


Adhikaraija (4): The svhsidiaries should he performed 
separately in connection with each of the three 
Groups constituting the ^ Adhvarakalpd \ 
sacrifice, 

SUTRA (18). 

[P€iivapak§a— “ So should it be at the ‘ Adhvaka- 

KAUPlS AS THE PECUMAEITY PEETAIES TO ONE TIME.” 



There is the following text — ‘ Agndvaip^vam prufah asfdkapdlam 
nvrvapU, sdrasvatam charum, barhaapatyam eharmn ; ai/>!dvaLpuwam ekd- 
dashahapalam madhyandine sdrasvatam charum hdrha.-qxitynm charum ; 
agvtdvai§^avam dvddashakapdlam apardhne sdrasvatam t ha rum burhaspatyam 
charvm ; yasya hhrdtrvyah somena yajeta ’ [where the " Adhvarahalpd l^ii » 
is described as consisting of the following three groups “ — (1) Tlu-ee offerings 
made in the morning, — (a) to Agni-Vi^nu, of cake baked on eight pans, (&) to 
Sa/rasvatl, of Cooked Rice, and (e) to Brhaspati, of cooked riee j — (2) three 
ofieiings made at midday, (a) to Agni-Vi^u, of cake baked on elevm pans, 
(ft) to Sarasvatl, of Cooked Rice, and (c) to Brhaspati, of Cooked Bice ; — 
(3) three offerings made in the afternoon, — (a) to Agni-Vimu, of cake baked 
on twelve 'pans, (&) to Sarasvatl, of Cooked Rice, and (c) to Brhaspati, of 
Cooked Rice]. 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the following question — In 
connection with all the three groups of offerings laid down as to be per- 
formed at the different times, —are the subsidiaries to be performed only 
once ‘ in common ’ ? Or separately with each group ? 

The Purvapah§a is as follows — So should it he at the Adhvarahalpd ; 
i.e. the performance should be ‘ in common ’, as at the Animal-sacrifice. — 
Why ^—Because the peculiarity pertains to one time ; i.o. of these three groups 
performed at three different times, there is one particular detail which has 
been laid down as pertaining to one time, — in the tost ‘ Purdvdchah pravadUo 
nirvapU ’ [which lays down an offering to be m&Ao prinr to the Dawn}. — ‘ How 
do you know that this lays down the time for the making of all the offerings ? ’ — 
All the offerings, as leading to one and the same result, must form otto and 
the same ‘ Context’, — specially as the sacrifice has been enjoined as one whole 
under a single name, as bringing about the result — ‘ Tliis is the AdharaJsalpd 
Isfi, by which one attams the sacrifice ’ ; from this it foiiow's -that when 
the morning -offerings (the Picat Group) are performed at the said time 
(‘prior to the Dawn’), the other two groups, wMch have been originally 
laid down as to be performed ai the later times of ‘ Midday ’ and ‘ Afternoon 
also would become ‘ anticipated ’ and performed ^ prior to the dawn ’ ; and 
when these become ‘ anticipate all - the subsidiaries prior thereto also 
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wduld become ‘ anticipated according to the principle enunciated under 
Sw^o. 6. 1. 24 and when these become ‘ anticipated they become applicable 
‘ in common ’ to all ; and this applicability ‘ in common ’ should appertain 
to the subsequent subsidiaries also.—' Why so ? ’ — ^In ease all are performed 
‘ in common this ‘ common ’ performance does not involve any infringe- 
ment of the order of sequence of these ‘ common ’ performances. If 
there were an infringement of the order of sequence, the latter group 
would have to be taken up only after the completion of the entire set of 
details relating to the first group. And such an offering, when there is an 
‘ anticipation ’ as described above, involves an infringement of the order of 
sequence ; as in this case, the ' sprinkling ’ and other details relating to the 
First group 'would not be performed \mtil all the details ending with the 
‘ nirvdpa ’ (offering) have been performed in connection with the latter 
group. — Further, when the actions have been started together,, there is 
naturally a desire to perform them simultaneottsly this desire being there, 
whatever comes in (as to be done) has to be ‘in common’ to all, becaxise 
no ground for discrimination is found 

SUTRA (19). 

[PffEVAPAK§A— cowcZ4i(^ed]— T he mention oe the whole as ‘i§ti’ 

INDICATES THAT IT IS ALL ONE 
Bha^ya. 

“ The whole has been spoken of as one, in the text ‘ This is the Adhvara- 
hxVpa J§H ’ ; in reality, it is not one sacrifice ; in fact, there are several saorificea • 
and if these are performed simultaneously, then it is only at the end of all 
that the effort comes to an end ; and in this sense alone would the mention of 
it as ‘ one ’ be justifiable. For this reason also the performance should be ‘ in 
common 

[Siddhantal — As a matter of fact, it is not right that the performance 
should be ‘ in common in fact, it should be separate.^ — “ Why ? ” 

. SUTRA (20). 

As A MATTER OP PACT, — ^INASMUCH AS THE GROUPS ARE DISTINOT ACTSj 

AND THEIR PROCEDURE HAS BEEN ENJOINED AS TO BE PER- 
PORMBD, — ^THB INJUNCTION SHOULD BE TAKEN AS PER- 
TAINING TO THEM ALONG WITH THE 
SUBSIDIARIES. 

[The words are the same as those of Sii. 14, above.] 

EhM^ya. 

The offerings in question — and the rest, — ard so many 
distinct acts ; — and the procedure of hem enjoined, in reference to 
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various .points of time, — ^Morning, Midday, and Afternoon this injunotiou 
of the acts in question should be taken as pertaining to them along with 
their subsidiaries. Thus, on aceount of the difference in th-Q time, we do 
perceive a distinction among them ; consequently, they should be performed 
separately » 

As for the argument that “the peculiarity pertains to one time ” (Sii. 
18); — our answer to that is as follows : — 

SUTRA (21). 

In fact, yhe time spoken of pertains to the first, 

Ehaaya. 

In fact, the text ^ Puravachah pravadito nirvapet' mentions the time 
of the offering oi the first sacrifice.— “ BvA hy ‘Context’, the time should 
apply to all — Context never specifies the scriptural details ; what it does 
is to indicate their use ; all that Context has the capacity to do is to indicate 
that ‘this comes in at this point’, —not that ‘this belongs to that, and that 
belongs to that other — As a matter of fact, from among the three groups of 
‘ offerings it is only that which is the first Itv order of sequence which is 
recognized as related to the time indicated in the text (‘ Purdmchah ’ etc.) 
so that the peculiarity does not pertain to the one time ; and as there is 
diversity of time, the acts also should be performed separately. 

SUTRA (22).. 

The use of the term ‘ isir ’ is due to the fact of thebe being only 
oNBi Result, — ^as in other cases. 

»■ Bhd.fya. 

As regards the argument (urged in Su. 19) based upon the application of 
the single name ‘ 'i§ii we find that even different actions, when bringing 
about one and the same Result, are spoken of as one act, on the ba.sis of the 
sameness of the Result ; and that is so because every effort ends with the 
obtaining of the Result. — ^This we find in the case of several other Istia, 
such as ‘ Sarvapr^the^ti ‘ Mrgdresti ’, ‘ The Isti named Sumanas ’. 





Adhik ARANA (5) : The ‘ Vasd-oblations ^ should he offered 
separately, when the decides a/re different; bid 
common^ when there is the same De/ity. 

SUTRA (23). 

In the case oe saoeieioes with one anh the same deity, the 

‘ VasI'HOMA ’ SHOHI/D be PERFOEMED ‘ IN COMMON ’ ; BECAUSE 

the actual offering is made at the same time. 

Bhdsya. 

The subject-matter of this Adhiharana consists of those Animal-sacrifices 
where all the offerings are made to one and the same deity ; sudh, for instance, 
as ‘ Seventeen animals should be sacrificed to Frajdpati \ — The Archetype of 
this sacrifice is the Agmsomlya-ammal-sacrifice, at which there is an offering 
called ‘ Vasd-homa' [‘Fat-oblation’], laid down in the text ‘At the end of 
the half -verse of the Ydjyd one offers the Fai ’ ; — ^this Vaaa-lmm is admissible 
also at the former sacrifice of seventeen animals to Prajdpati, 

The question that arises in regard to this is — Should the Vasd-horm be 
performed separately with each of the seventeen animals ? Or only once 
‘ in common ’ for all ? 

The view that presents itself as the rational one is the following — In the 
case of sacrifices to one and the same deity, the Vasd-homa should be performed 
‘in common’, became the actual Differing is made at the same time; — ^i.e. in 
the case of those animal-sacrifices which have only one deity, the Vasd- 
homa should be performed ‘ in common — Why ? — Because the actml offering 
is made at the same time ; — ^the offering of all this is done at the same time, 
that time being laid down as — ‘ They offer it after having performed the 
Vcmhvadeva sacrifice ’ ; — ^tiie deity also at these is one only, Prajdpati ; . 
hence they constitute a single offering ; — and the offering being one only, and 
the time for all being one and the same, — viz. ; ‘ the end of the half -verse 
of the Tdjyd — when the Vasd-homa is performed at this time, there is no 
differentiation discernible whereby it could be connected with any one of 
the offerings ; hence the performance should be ‘ in common 


SUTRA (24), 

When there is diversity of time, and diversity of Deities, there 
should be repetition. 

Bhdsya, 

In cases where .there are different deities, ^for instance, at the Ekddashina- 
sacrifices, where there are diverse ■ offerings, the time indicated by ‘ the 
end of the half -verse of the Ydjyd ’ is diverse ; and in connection with these, 
there is this differentiation discernible that the Vasd-homa is appertenant to 
that offering whose ‘ half -verse of Ydjyd ’ has been completed. Consequently', 
in this case the performances are separate. 

.. 



A-n- ffTir AU ANA (6): At the ‘ YupailcddasMm \ the ^ Yupd^ 
hutis ’ should he offered ‘ in common 

(StjTEA 26). 

[F5b,vapak§a}— “ At the close, the ‘ YCpIhuti * SHOtrLD be 

STMCTiABLY TREATED.” 



In. connection with the Jyoti^toma, there is the Yupaikadashinl, laid 
down in the text — ^ MMdmka yupdn chhmatti ' ; — ^the Archetype of tins 
Yupaihadashinl is the Agnl-somiya-cmirml-sacrifice, at which there is an 
offering made called the ‘ Yupahvii % [and under the general Law, this becomes 
admissible at the Yupaikadashim also]. 

The question that arises is — ^when this Yupdhuti is offered at the Yupai- 
hddaahint [which consists of eleven offerings] — is it to be offered separately 
with each of these eleven offerings ? Or, only once ‘ in common ’ to all ? 

The Purvapak^a is as follows : — ” At the close, the Yupdhuti should he 
similarly treated ; — i.e. just as in the case of the offerings bo several deities, 
the Vasd-homa is performed separately, so the Yupdhuti also should be 
performed separately. — rWhy so ? — ^There is the declaration — ‘ Having 
churned out the Fire in close proximity to the Post, one offers the TUpahuti ’ ; 
— the * close proximity ’ of' the several Posts must be diverse ;-^o that if 
it were not offered in ‘ close proximity ’ to any one Post, to that extent, 
that offering would become defective. Hence the Yupdhuti should be 
offered separately ”. 

SOTRA (26). 

Ih pact, it is oely the nbgatioh op the other. 

Bhd§ya. 

In reality, the Yupdhuti should not be offered separately ; it should be 
offered ‘in common’. — Why? — Because it is the negation oj the other i.e. 
the text quoted is only the negation of the -usual Ahavaniya Fire (wherein 
all offerings are made), not the injunction of the ‘ close proximity ’ (of the 
Post). — “How d6 you know that 1 ’’—.-There is the general rule that * Obla- 
tions are to be poured into the Ahavanvya Fire’, so that this Ahavaniya 
Fire is what is recognized as to be -used at all offerings. — ^Then, it ha-ving 
become necessary (in order to preclude this Ahavaniya) to speak of the 
‘ Ohufning of the Fire * ; — this ‘ churning ’ comes to be recognised as to be 
performed at the Prdgvamsha, at which the performance has been com- 
menced ; — so that (with a view to exclude this Prdgvamsha) it becomes 
necessary to speak of the ‘ close proximity, of the Post ’ (as the place of the 
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Churning). — ^Now if both these — ^the churning of the Fire, mA the proximity 
of the Post as the place for the chuming-^wete taken as enjoined by the text 
quoted, this would involve a syntactical split ; specially as the Churning is 
done for its own sake as also for the sake of another; — Whence one of the 
two, either the Churning or the close proximity, should be taken as not meant 
to be emphasised ; and our opinion is that it is the Churning that is meant to 
be emphasised, not the close proximity.— '‘ 'Why 'i ” — ^Because in reality, the 
text is meant to be injunctive of the Churning. It has been declared thus— 

‘ The oblation should be offered in such a way as not to leave off the Post,— 
they do not offer the oblation into the Fire of the Initiated ’ ; from which it 
is clear that it has been considered wrong to offer the oblation into ‘ the Fire 
of the Initiated ’ ; — ^henco for the avoidance of this, another alternative has 
been laid, down — ‘ Having recited the Fafsnaai verse, without leaving off the 
Post ’ ; — and yet considering it to be wrong to omit the Homa altogether, 
the Text goes on to say — ‘ The Homa must be offered, — one offers it in the 
house of the man himself * ;■ — as both' these alternatives are inacceptable, the 
Text has negatived them and has added a third alternative — ' Having 
churned the Fire in dose proximity to the Post', one should offer the oblation 
in such a way UvS to fulfil both the conditions — the oblation is offered, and 
it is not offered in the ‘ Fire of the Initiated’. How then, if the ‘proximity 
of the Post ’ be taken as what is meant to be emphasised (and enjoined), 
then the ‘churning’ could not be regarded as emphasised (and enjoined); 
and in that case the cour.se to be adopted comes to be that ‘ the Ahavanlya 
Fire itself shoxild be carried to the proximity of the Post, and the oblation 
offered into it — by virtue of the general rule that ‘ oblations should be 
offered into the Ahavanlya Fire ’ ; — ^but in this case the prohibition ‘ not in 
the Fire of tho Initiated’ would have no bearing on the matter at all. — 
If, on the other hand, the churning of the Fire is taken as what is emphasised 
(and enjoined) by tho text, then the Ahavanlya Fire becomes negatived ; 
because the Fire that is churned out is different from the Ahavanlya Fire ; 
in this case, the meaning comes to be — ‘ The oblation is offered, — and it is 
not offered into tho Ahavanlya'. — ^I'rom all this it follows that wliat is 
enjoined is tho churning, not ths proximity, — the latter being only referred to. 
— “ Where has it been already known,— that the present is a mere reference 
to it ? ” — ^It is already known by reason of its being the easier method of 
performance ; it would be difficult to hunt out the Fire and also the Post, 
hence it is far easier to churn out the Fire in proximity to the Post itself 
and offer the oblation there. There are cases of reference to what is recognised 
through reason also [and it is not confined to that alone which is enjoined by 
texts]. — ^Under the cireumstances, there is nothing wrong if the oblation is 
offered ‘ in jwoximity ’ to the Post.— “ Whj'^ oaniiot the churning alone be 
done (near the Post, thereby carrying but the Injunction), and the oblation 
offered, as usual, into the Ahavaruya Fire ? ”-T~In this case an . invisible 
(transcendental) result would have tQ,, be assum^ as following from tlus 
course of action. . ■ ^ . 

From all this it follows that the,^ should be performed ‘ in 

common ’. ' 
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StJTRA (27). 

Also beoattsb spots abe not enjoined by the sgbiptuees, 
Bhdsya. 

Further, any snoh spots as ‘in projdmity’ cannot be the objects of 
scriptural injunctions, — ^because ‘ proxinhty ’ is a relative term (and as such 
indefinite). If (in order to avoid this) it be held that the spot nearrmst 
to the Post is what is enjoined, then the fighting of the Fire so close to the 
Post would lead to the Post itself being burnt ; and this would certainly be 
something very incongruous. Nor is it possible to ‘ churn ’ the Fire on the 
spot nearrmst to the Post; for this reason also no significance can attach 
to the term * close proximity 


ADHiKARAisrA (7): The ^ Avahhriha' should he performed 
in the Water, along with its subsidiaries. 

SUTRA (28). 

[PtfEVAFAK^A — ccmtinued] — At the Avabhrtha, foe the main 

OFFEEING, THERE SHOULD BE MODIFIOATIONS OF THE FiRE ; 

THERP IS NO REASON FOR THE SUBSIDIARIES TO BE 
CONNECTED WITH THE FlRB TEOaOUGH THAT.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyoti§toma, there is the Avabhrtha-rite ; in regard, 
to this we read — ‘ Apsu avabhrthena charanti ’ [‘ They perform the Avabhrtha 
in water’]. 

Regarding this, we proceed to consider tl^e following question — ^Is only 
the Main offering of the Avabhrtha to be made in loater ? Or the subsidiaries 
also ? 

The PurvapaTc§a is as follows “ At the Avahhrtha, for the main offering 
only should there he modification of the Fire ;i.Q. the Main offering alone should 
be made in the water . — ^Why ? — Because there is no reason for the subsidiaries- 
to be connected with the Fire through that, — ^that is no reason why the sub- 
sidiaries should be connected with the Fire through the Main Offering. The 
text ‘ Offers oblations into the Fire ’ has laid down the Fire as the receptacle of 
every kind of Homa ; so that it is applicable as much to the subsidiaries as 
to the Main Offering. As for the Water, it has been enjoined specifically in 
connection with the Main Offering only, in the text, ‘ They perform the 
Avabhrtha in Water ’ ; — the term ‘ avabhrtha ' signifies that sacrifice at 
which the substance in the shape of the cake baked on one pan is offered to 
the Deity Varuryx, — this being declared in the originative injunction of the 
Avabhrtha, which stands thus — ‘ They proceed to the Avabhrtha with the 
Oake baked on one pan, offered to Varuna \Vhat is enjoined here is not 
the proceeding,— in. fact, the proceeding to the water is got at only by 
implication; what is enjoined is the * pracharana ’ , performance (of the 
Avabhrtha) ; — there is no place of the name of ‘ avabhrtha ’ to wliieh they 
could ‘ proceed ’ with the ‘ oake baked on one pan, offered to Varuria ’ ; — 
nor is there any such thing as ‘ cake ,taalf;ed on one pan offered to Va/rmia \ 
the ‘ proceeding ’ whereby could be spoken of ; — Whence we conclude tliat 
what is laid down here is the connecting ^ the cake baked on one pan ’ 
with the particular deity ( thiil ^ connecting’ is what constitutes a 
* sacrifice’, and it is this sacrificie that deaqted by the term ‘ avabhrtha ’ ; — 
it is for this sacrifice specifically pH^pj^ga^wiaer has been laid down as the 
receptacle ; how then can there be ^ssibility of the water being the 
receptacle of the subsidiary offerings ? ? / , , 
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SUTRA (29), 

[PtiEVAPAKSA — comhtdedi — .“Just like the substakob and the 
Deity.” 

Bhasya. 

“ Just as the substance — cake baked on one pan — and the Deity — Ywrunn, 
—enjoined in connection with the Main Ofitering, do not become coimected 
with the subsidiaries, — similarly the ihater also (enjoined in connection 
with the Main sacrifice, cannot be connected with the subsidiaries).” 

SUTRA (30). 

[SiddhAnta] — In pact, it is alonu with the subsidiaeies that it 

SHOULD BE PEEEOEMBD (iN WaTEE) ; BEOAUSE THE DEOLAEA- 
TION OF PEOOEDUEE IS ONE ONLY. 

Bhasya. 

In fact, it is along with its subsidiaries that the Amhhrtha should b 
performed in water. — Why ? BecatiJse there is only one declaration of- 
procedure ; the water that is laid down here is not for the Amhhftha, but for 
the perfonnance (of the Avabhrtha) ; as the expression used is not * apsu 
amhhrthl', but 'apsu avabhrihSna’ ; hath these terms are expressive' of 
active agencies, and the two are not related to one another as ‘ qualification 
and qualified ’ ; both these are connected, not with one another, but with 
the verb ‘ charanti ’ (‘ perform ’) ;— this verb ‘ charanti ’ (‘ perform ’) is used 
with reference to the Perfonnance ; — from all this it follows that the water 
is part and parcel of the Performance ; — ^the Performance also is one indivisible 
whole, comprising the Main offerings and the subsidiaries, as has been 
explained under Su. 11. 2. 7. Thus we conclude that it is the entire 
Avabhrtha along with the subsidiaries that has been laid down as to be per- 
formed in water j so tliat the subsidiaries also should be performed in water. 

SUTRA (31). 

Al.SO because we find texts INDICATIVE OF THE SAME CONCLUSION. 

Bhasya. 

There is a text also indicative of the same conclusion — ' Having thrown 
the straw into the water, one pours the Aghdra\ If the subsidiaries were 
meant to be performed into Fire, thep. this text woxild have to be taken as 
eiijoining both — PouHny of AglUim in water and Throwing in of the straw; 
and this would involve a syntaotidal split. — On the other hand, if the con- 
clusion explained above is acdejpted, then the mention of the ‘ water ’ (in 
connection with the Powiki^) wbuld a mere reference,' and the injunction 
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would be that of the Throwing in of the straio only 
involve any inoongniity. 

It has been argued (under Su. 29) that “ it shou 
the Substance and the Deity Our answer to this is 


and tliig -would not 


SUTRA (32). 

It IS BECAUSE OF THE DIFFERENCE OF WORDS THAT THERE IS SETTING 
ASIDE OF THE DeiTY. 


Bhd^ya. 

The words are different: the term \avahhrtha' stands for the Main 
Offering, and the subsidiaries are spoken of by means of such terms as ‘ dghara ’ 
and the rest }— the Substance and the Deity have been laid down in connec- 
tion with the term ‘ avahhnha in the text ‘ They proceed to the Avabhrtha 
with the cake baked on one pan, offered to Varuria ’ ; it is for tlris reason 
that these two (Substance and Deity) are pot connected with the subsidiaries. 
As for water, however, it has been laid down as part and parcel of the per- 
formance as a whole. So that the reason put forward is found to be fallacious j 


ABHiKARAisrA (8) : The svJbsidiaries should he performed 
separately at the Northern and the Southern altars. 



Tn conaectjon. ■with the T^om^jpyog'i^sa-.saorifices, separate ‘ altars ’ 
have been. laid, down — ‘ They install separate fires, they make separate plat- 
fomis*; — ^irx connection with this, we read — ‘ The Adhvaryu keeps eight 
offerings on the northern altar, and the Pratiprasthdtr keeps the offering to 
Maruts alone on the southern one 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question — Should the 
subsidiaries be performed separately at the Northern Altar and again at 
the Southern Altar ? Or those same that have been performed at the 
Northern Altar help also at the Southern one [and there is to be a single 
performance ‘ in common ’] ? 

The moat rational -view {Siddhdnia) is as follows — 

SUTRA (33). 

At the Vaeunapeag-hIsa sacetfiobs, in connection with the 

SOUTHEEN ALTAE, THE .WHOLE SHOULD BE EEPEATED, BECAUSE 
OF THE DIFFEEENOE IN PLACE. 

Bhdsya. 

The subsidiaries should be performed separately (at the two altars). — 
“ Why ? '*~-^B6cati86 of the difference in place ; the place differs in the two 
cases, — ^in one case it is the northern, and in the other, the Southern Altar ; so 
that those Main Offerings that are performed at the Northern Altar can be 
helped by only those subsidiaries that are performed at that same altar, as has 
been explained under Sutra 11. 2. 7 and those subsidiaries performed at the 
Northern Altar carniot help the offering to Maruts (which is the main offering 
at the Southern Altar); hence for the sake of this latter offering, it is 
necessary to perform the subsidiaries separately, at the Southern Altar. 

SUTRA (34). 

“ Theke is no INJUNCTION ”, IF THIS IS UEGED [then the answer is as 
in the next Sutra.] 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “If it is your view that the subsidiaries should 
be performed separately.^ because of the difference in'; place, — ^then, that 
cannot be right; because there. is no • i/n junction here bf the ‘offering to 
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MaruiB * ; ifc is only wlm tiie saeriSee is esijomed iwith a view to a i:esult 
that it isa th® siibsidiari^ la the case ia garattacm, the ‘ ojSeiing to 

Ma nttf * ®Lot beai enjoined with a view to the Basnlt ; as a matter of 

fewjfc, its injianetion is contained in a totally different context—' Desiring 
heaven, one should perform the ChSiiurmSsya samfiees’;— thus then, when 
the offering {to Marats) itself is not enjoined in tihe present context, 
there can he no possibility of the subsidiaries bang performed here? under 
the circumstances, how could there be any question of the subsidiaries being 
performed separutdy or in common ? ” 

SmRA (36). 

It wouib be as ur the case oe the 
PAXJBNAMiSL 

Bha^a, 

There would certainly be a possibility of the performance of the 
subsidiaries as in the case of the PaumamaS ; in the text ‘ One should perform 
the Pam'Tiomasa on the I'll!! Moon Day’, the re^t of the sacrifice has not 
been laid down ; — ^the result having been laid down elsewhere, in the text 
‘ Desiring heaven, one ^ould perform the Darsha-Purnomdsa sacrifices ’ ; 
— and yet, on the Full Moon Day the Paumomasa sacrifice is performed 
along with its subsidiaries ; the same should be done in the case in question 


StiTRA (36). 


‘ Thebe is rsrjrmcJTiOE of the pekpobmazstoe ”, — ^if this is tjbged— 
[then the answer is as in the next jSitfm.] 


Bhaaya. 


The followii^ might be urged by the Opponent — “What has been 
enjoined by the verb ‘ should sacrifice ’ in the case of the Pcmrmmasi is 
the Performance (of the sacrifice) ; — and Performance is meant to include 
the Main offering as well as the subsidiaries; and time also is part of the 
Performance ; — it is for this reason that on the Full Moon Day, the Mam 
sacrifice is performed along with the subsidiaries ”. 

Our answer to this is as follows;— 


StJTBA (37), 

So HEBE ALSO. 




BM^ya. 

~ '3 , ' ^ 5-i 

In the present case also, what is enjoined is the performance of the 
‘ offering to Maruta ’—by the verb ‘ aaadayati \ ‘ keeps ’ ; and just as (in 
the case of the Poimiamdm) Time part of the Performance, so is Place 

iiilllMSfclBI 
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also. — -Hence it foEows that on the Southern Altar, ‘ offering to Maruts ’ 
should be performed along with its subsidiaries. 

OJ^ection — “ As a matter of fact, the term ^aaMayati% ‘keeps’, does 
not denote the aacrifice ; how then can it signify the performance of the 
sacrifice ? ” 

Answer — ^The keeping spoken of is only for the purpose of the sacrifice, 
as at the Archetype ; as it is only thus that it serves a visible purpose ; 
’otherwise, it would have to be assumed to serve an invisible (transcendental) 
purpose. And when the ‘keeping’ is for the purposes of the sacrifice, the 
sacrifice must be performed. — ^Thus then, the text in question indirectly 
becomes an injunction of the sacrifice ; just as in the case of such texts as 
‘ One should offer Oooked Rice to Surya ‘ One should offer the tawny 
animal to Soma \ — Rrom this it follows that in the case in question also, the 
performance of the ‘ off ering to Maruts ’ is enjoined ; and hence the per- 
formance of the subsidiaries being admissible, it should be done separately. 

SUTRA (38). 

“ But it is ‘ KSEPniTG ’ ”, — this is urged — [ then the answer is as 
in the next Suira.l 

Bhdgya. 

Says the Opponent — “ The term ^ asMayati ‘ keeps denotes, not the 
sotorijice, but the keeping. — ‘ But it would indirectly indicate the sacrifice — 
It cannot be right to abandon Direct Denotation and have recourse to 
Indirect Indication. — ‘ But such recourse will be necessitated by the fact that 
the Asadana serves a visible purpose ’.—It would be so if the Asadcma really 
served a visible purpose. If the pouring of the offering to Maruts were 
definitely known as to be performed in the Southern Fire, then alone would 
the keeping of the substance near it serve a visible purpose ; but the said 
pouring is not so definitely known. — ^At'the Archetype, inasmuch as the 
Ahamnlya Fire is one only, the pouring of the oblation is definitely known 
as to be done therein ; hence the keeping of the substance near it is regarded 
as serving a visible purpose. In the case in question, however, it is not so ; — 
and when it is not possible for it to serve a visible purpose, it is better to 
accept the direct denotation. Hence it follows that what is expressed by 
the verb ‘ dsadayati ’ is keeping, not sacrifice.'’* 

SUTRA {39). 

[Answer] — ^Not so ; because it forms ‘ 0201 sentence ’ with the 

SENTENCE SPEABING OF THE NORTHERN AlTAR. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the ‘ Asadana ’ does not serve an \xnseen purpose. — 
Why T ” — 'Because it forrns ‘ one sentence’ with the sentence speaking of the 
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Northed Altar; — ^i.e. inasmuch as the sentencS Pratipraathdtr keeps 

the offering to Maruts at the Southern Altar’ forms ‘ one sentence’ with (is 
construed along with) the group of words connected with the Northern Altar, 

^as found in the sentence ‘ He keeps the eight offerings on the Northern 

follows that this keeping is not meant to serve an unseen purpose. 

How is that ? ” — ^As a matter of fact, the ordinary notion is that the 

offering of the oblations might be done, without any restriction, in either 
one of the two Ahavanlya Fires ; and as the keeping is meant to keep pace 
with the offering, the same idea holds regarding this keeping also. What the 
text in question therefore does is to restrict the particular Ahavanlya Fire 
to be adopted ; — ^the restriction that is imposed is always on what is pre- 
viously known ; — the Ahavanlya is known to subserve the purpose of the 
ofiering of oblations, not any unseen purpose ; — Whence it follows that the 
* keeping ’ is for the purpose of the ‘ ofiering of oblations 

Another party comes forward with the following explanation : — ^The 
term ‘ asddayati ’ as found in the first sentence speaks of the keeping of the 
offerings at both altai's ; — ^at the Northern Altar it is clearly for the purposes 
of Homa ; hence when the same word is used in the second sentence in con- 
nection with the Southern Altaa:, it cannot but be meant to be for the purposes 
of Homa ; — whence it follows that at both altars, the ‘ keeping ’ is for the 
purpose of Homa. — It might be argued that— “ It is the aaddana, keeping, 
alone that is enjoined ; and it may be regarded as serving a visible purpose 
whenever it is foimd to actually serve a visible purpose, — and where it is 
not possible for it to servo a visible puH)Ose, it may be regarded as serving 
an unseen purpose — ^This however is not possible ; as this would involve 
the simultaneity of injunction and reference ; that is, where it is for a visible 
purpose, it would be referred to, being already known as to be done on the 
basis of the Archetype, — while where it serves an unseen purpose, it would 
be enjoined ; — ^but both these cannot be there at one and the same time. 
Hence the suggestion made is not right. 

“ If it is for the purposes of Homa, why is the sentence regarded as the 
injunction of the sacrifice, not the mere keeping ? ” 

The answer to this may be that it would be the Homa elsewhere. — ^But 
that cannot be right ; because the keeping is for the purpose of Homa ; and 
what is kept in one place cannot be offered in Homa in another place. 

. ■ Further, .f, 

SUTRA (40). 

Because it is etot nbcbssart to speak op it. 

Bhd§ya. * 

It is not necessary to speak of the keeping for purposes of Homa ; for 
when the Homa is there (to be performed), the keeping comes in from the 
Archetype itself. It is necessary however to speak of the sacrifice ; it is 
possible for this sacrifice to be sppken of by means of the term ‘ keeping 
through mdireot indication. Consequent in in question also, the 

term ‘ keeps ’ (‘ asddayati) signifies, the jP'^foJTnawe of the sacrifice, as in the 



case ol the ‘ PaurmmdM * ; — azidl firom this it follows that the performance 
should be separate. 

SBTBA(41). 

The SOElPTUBAIi DECLABATIOir ALSO IS TO THB SAME EFFECT. 

Bhdsya. 

It is only under this concliision arrived at above by means of reasonings 
that the scriptural declaration would be explicable ; this declaration being — 
‘ Then the Pmtvprasthdtf does what the Adhvaryu does ’ ; and again, ‘ That 
wherein the Homos are ofEered is also called DevatdySja ’ ; — all this shows that 
the sacrifice to deities is to be o;Sered at the Southern Altar also ; and this is 
possible only if the term ‘ amdayaii ’ signifies the sacrifice. — For this reason 
also the conclusion should be as above. 


Adhikabana ( 9 ) : At the Northern and the Southern AUars, 
the Performer shall be the same, 

StJTRA (42). 

[PCB-VAPAKSA]^ — So ALSO THERE IS DIVBBSITY OF PbRFOEMBRS.” 

Ehdsya. 

In. ccmnection with the same subject, we proceed to consider the question 
— ^Ai*e the Performers at the two altars to be different ? Or the same ? 

The Purvapak^a is as follows : — '“'So also there is diversity of performers; 
i.e. just as the subsidiaries are to be performed separately, [so also are the 
Performers to be digerent] ; so that one set of performers should deal with the 
eight offerings with their subsidiaries at the ITorthern Altar, and another set 
at the Southern Altar, In this way the main sacrifices along with their 
respective subsidiaries would be performed in their own rightful places ; and 
hence those performers who have been distinguished as having worked at the 
Northern Altar do not render any help at the Southern Altar ; hence at this 
latter there should be an entirely different set of performers,” 


SUTRA (43). 



[SiDDHiNTA] — ^N oT SO ,* BECAUSE OF INHERENOE. 


It is not so j i.e. it is not right that like the subsidiaries, the Performers 
also should be separate ; as a matter of fact, the Perfrarmers should be ‘ com- 
mon Why ? ” — Became of inherence ; it is by virtue of a direct declara- 
tion that the Perforniers come into the perfomaance, — ^the declaration being 
‘ The five Priests are the performers kt the Ohaturmdsya sacrifices * ; even 
though this declaration connects the Perfoihners with the sacrifice as a whole, 
the component parts also of the sacrifice become connected with the same 
Performers ; — as regards the Varuvaprayhdsa sacrifices also, as they are the 
component parts of the Chdturmdsya, they also are accepted as connected 
with the same five Performers; — ^the performance of the several Famrw- 
praghdsa saarificea is to be treated as one only, because they all come in at 
one and the same time, and because ^ey have the same beginning and end. 
— Such being the case, only that much of these should be done separately as 
is actually laid down as to be so done, nothing more than that; the 
Performers have not been laid down as to be different ; hence they should 
be ‘ common 

The following argument might be urged here — When the main sacrifices 
have been declared to be different, the subsidiaries have to be regarded as 
diffsfrent, even though this may not be declared in so many words. — Why 7 — 
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SO that, just as by reason of the Prayajas being different from the offering 
to the Mantis, they are performed separately,^ — in the same manner, by virtue 
of the Performers being ‘ subsidiaries why cannot they be regarded as 
separate, like the Pmyayoa and other subsidiaries ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows : — ^Even though several things may be 
equally ‘ subsidiaries % yet the help rendered by one Idnd of subsidiaries may 
be totally different from that rendered by another kind ; for instance, (a) the 
subsidiaries of the kind of the Praydjas help through imparting an ‘ unseen ’ 
(transcendental) benefit; — (6) those of the kind of the ‘grass’ help by 
serving as the receptacle of the sacrificial materials (c) those of other 
kinds help by embellishing the receptacles. Thus these subsidiaries vary 
with variations in the Sacrifice, the Place and the Receptacles. As for 
Performers, they help by accomplishing the action ; hence, even though the 
Places be different, if the primary help rendered is recognised to be the same, 
they can accomplish the action (even at different places) ‘ in common and 
hence they need not vary. 

“ What do you mean by * Primary help ’ ? ” 

What is meant is as follows — (A) As for the Botr Priest, he is called 
the ‘Performer of the Sacrifice’ by virtue of his sitting in front of the 
Gdrhapatya Fire and behind the Ahavanlya Fire and invoking the Adhmryu 
by reciting the Ydjyd and Anuvdkyd Mantras-, while beds still seated at the 
said place, he can very well invoke the Pratiprasthdtf also, who, in his own 
turn, is officiating at the sacrifice, like the Adhvaryu ; and hence he ne^ not 
be different in the two cas^. — (B) Similarly, as the place of the Uthma 
is the same, the AgrMhra^Priest, while seated at that same place, can help 
both the said performers by means of the ‘ Praiydshrdvarm ’ (‘ Reciting of 
certain texts) ; hence he also need not be different in the two cases. — (0) 
Similarly, the Brahman-Priest also, seated to the south, — ^wMch place is 
conomon to both the AhavanSya Fires, the ‘ south ’ of the Northern Fire 
being the same as the ‘South’ of the Southern Fire, — can help both the 
said per formers by seeing what is done and what is not done and addressing 
the words of ‘ permission * ; hence he also may remain the same. — As for the 
AdJwaryu and the Pratiprasthatr, they have been held to be different by 
virtue of the special declaration to that effect ; hence there is no incongruity 
in that. — ^From aU this it follows that there need not be separate sets of 
Performers. 

SUTRA (44). 

Also because we wmo iwdioative texts to- the same eeebot. 

Bhdsya. 

There is also an mdioative text pointing to the same conclusion — ‘ He 
gives an old bull as the Sacrificial Fee ’ ; this shows that there is only one 
Fee ; and this is possible only when the Performer is one and the same. In 
another ease, as there would be no Fee, they would not help in the sacrifice. 
“But they might help, on aocormt of the gift of the Anvdhdrya”. — ^It is 
not understood where the AvwdMrya is to be given and where the Bull is 
to be given ; as a matter pf fact,, iha^nch as no difference is perceptible. 
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it should be the Bull in both cases. What is enjoined as to be secured must 
be taken as meant to be one, — ^if the word is used in the Singular Number 
(as it is in the present case, the Fee being spoken of as ‘ dak§in&m '‘) ; hence 
the Fee is to be one, which means that the Performers should'be ‘ common 


SOTRA (45). 


“ On ACOOTJNT OF THE PRESENCE OF THE PLATFORM ” — ^IF THJS BE I7ROBD 
— [then the answer is as in the next 8utra\. 

BMsya. 

The following might be urged — “ The presence of the Platform is found 
to be declared as the reason (for separate priests), in the -text—* Within the 
platform the Hotfs foot is different from that outside the Platform ’ ; the 
same foot of the Hotr cannot help in both places ; hence there must be 
separate performers ”, 

SUTRA (46). 


AS IT IS ONLY THE PLACE. 


It cannot be as has been urged ; — ^why ? — ^because it is only the place ; 
i.e. * the Hotr’s foot ’ has not been laid down’ here as helping the Platform ; 
it is onlj? he place, the exact spot, that is laid down, — ^meaning that the 
Hoir should stand on such a spot that one foot is on the Platform and the 
other outside the Platform. — “ Why so ? ” — Because it is ‘ one sentence ’ ; 
the whole of the text in qxiestion should be treated as ‘ one sentence ’, because 
this would be in keeping with proximity, and also because the whole really 
expresses a single idea. If the ‘ Hotr’s foot ’ were enjoined as part and 
parcel of the Platform, then the placing of one foot on the Platform would 
have fulfilled the injunction ; so that there would be no need for any restric- 
tion regarding the other foot. — “ But it would be necessary to lay down the 
second foot also ; how else could the second also be xmderstood to be there 
by the mention of the ■ one on the Platform ’ ? ” — ^Because there is no in- 
congruity ; if it were laiown from any other source that both the feet should 
be on the platform, then the assertion of one being there would be preclusive 
of the other ; there is however no such idea of both being on the Platform ; 
hence there is just a possibility of the second also being there. Thus there 
is a syntactical split. — ^If, on the other hand, the text is taken as laying down 
a particular spot, then as this indication of the spot is done by both the 
feet jointly, the resultant idea is ope only ; and hence it becomes a case 
of ‘ one sentence — ^From all this it follows that the ‘^Sotp’s foot ’ is not of 
help to the Platform, and hence it capnot fee ^ object of injunction in both 
sentences. ' - ; I t ' { I * ^ ^ - -• 


( 10 ) : At the Northern and Sovihem AMars, 
ike ‘ Apardgnika-homas ’ should he performed 
separately. 

SUTBA (47). 

[PUBVAPAK^a] — “ As THEY ABE QEFEBED IH ONE AND THE SAM MBE, 
THE FEEFOBMANCE SHOTTED BE -IN COMMON ’ IN THE CASE 

OF OTHEBS.” 

Bhdsya. 

la regard to the same matter of altars, we proceed to coasider the 
following question — Are the Aparagnika-honms to be performed separoteZ^ ? 
or * in common ’ ? 

The Purva^k§a is as follows — “ The. performance shomd be ‘in com- 
mon — ■Why ? — Because they are offered m one and the same Fire ; in the 
case of thB-PaurodgnUca-hornaSy it has been held that the performance should 
be separate, because of the diversity of the Fires ; in the case in question 
however, that reason is not present, as ail the Homaa concerned are offered 
in one and the same Fire ; — hence the performance of these should be ‘ in 
common 

STITRA (48). 

[SiddhInta] — ^In beauty, the fbbfobmances should be separate, 

AS THE PERFOBMEES ABE DIFFERENT. 

BMsya. 

There should be several separate performances. — “ Why ? ” — ^Because 
the performers are different ; the subsidiaries of the ‘ offering to the ManUs ’ 
are performed by the Pratiprasdhdtr priest, while the others are performed 
by the Adhvaryu ; — ^under the circumstances, if they were performed ‘ in 
common ’ (which would mean that they are all performed by the same Priest), 
one or the other set would be performed by the wrong priest, and to that 
extent, the performance would be defective. Hence it follows that the 
performances should be separate. 



ADHiKABAjyA (11) : At the ‘ Vdjapeya \ the tayirig down of 
^IciUing at the Bmhmasa/man'' is not meant to 
preclude the rest of the Sacrificial Performance^ 

— it is meant to postpone the further 
embellishments. 

SOTRA (49). 

P?ubvapak§a] — “When tedb animals dedicated to PrajIpati have 

■BEEN LET LOOSE AETEE BBINO ‘WASHED’, IT MEANS THE 
ABANDONINO OF THE SACBHICIAL BEEFORMANCE, BEOATTSE 
OF THE STMTT.ABTT Y OF WORDS, AS IN THE CASE OF 
THE ‘ ArA^A ’ ; CONSEQUENTLY, THE SENTENCE 
BBGINNINO WITH THE TEEM, ‘ BBAHMASlMNI ’ 

SHOULD BE TAKEN AS THE INJUNCTION 
OF A DISTINOT ACT.” 

Bhd^a. 

In reference to the ‘ Animals dedicated to Prajapati ’ at the Vdjapeya 
sacrifice, we read — ‘ They let them loose after they have been washed one 
should trill the animal at the Brahma-adman 

The question that is going to be considered isi — When it is said that ‘ they 
let them loose after they have been washed — does this mean the preclusion 
of the of the Rit^, — ^the sentence that follows, ‘ One should kill the 
animal at the Brahma-adman^ being the injunction of a totally different 
act f Or, is the first sentence meant to preclude only the emhelUshments 
(of the Animals), subsequent to the ‘ washing ’ — and the second sentence 
is meant to bring up those previously omitted embellishments again at a 
later time ? 

The Purvapakaa is as follows :: — “ It meana the abandoning of the aacrificnal 
performance, — ^Le. it is meant to preclude the rest of the rites, hecxmae of 
the aimilarUy of worda, aa in the case of the ^ dranya ’ ; — in the case of the text. 
‘ They let loose the wild animals after they have been washed ’, it has been 
concluded under Shtra 9. 4. ’62 that it is meant to preclude the rest of the 
Rites ; — and the words of the text under corisideration are similar to those of 
that text. — ‘ What is the similarity between these two texts ? ’ — ^What is 
found in the case of that text is— {») certain actions have been enjoined 

in the text ‘ One sacrifices Kapmjala bhds to Vaaamia \—{b) that at all 
those actions the details of the Archetype become admissible, — (c) that 
from among these archetypal details, those, endipg with ‘ washing ’ have been 
reasswi^d in the text ‘ They let them Ir^ose. aifto they have been washed ’ j 
and as such a reassertion without .qmlpcations is preclusive in its 
character, it is concluded that it is i^b , preclude the rest of the Ri^es )• — 
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similarly ia the case ixi question also, it is fotmd— (a) that certain actions 
have been enjoined in the text ‘ Should sacrifice the animals dedicated to 
Prajapati — (6) that at all these actions, the archetypal details are admis- 
gible,— (c) that there is .an vmqualified reassertion of the details endi:^ with' 

' washing ’ ; which must be preclusive of the rest of the Rites.- — ^Since this is 
so, therefore the text ‘Should sacrifice at the Brahma-samcm * shoxi]d be 
r^arded as the injunction of an act distinct from the previous one,— this 
distinct act being the sacrificing, at the Brahma-saman, of the seventeen 
animals dedicated to Prajapati ?” 

SUTRA (50). 

In EEALITY, IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS PKEGLtTDING THE EMBELLISH- 
MENTS ; AS THE SENTENCE BEING ONE, THE SAOBIITCE MUST BE 
ONE AND THE SAME. 

Bhd^ya. 

In reality, the text should not be taken as precluding the rest of the 
sacrificial performance ; wliat is meant is that those embellishments 
which would normally come in after the ‘ washing ’ are put off for the time, 
and are to be brought in at the time of the Brahma-sdman ’. — “ Why so ? ’’ 
— ^Because the sentence being one, the sacrifice should he one and the same 
i.e. the whole of the text — ‘ They let them loose after they have'been washed, — 
one should sacrifice at the Brahma-sdman ’ — is ‘ one sentence ’. — “ How do 
you know that ? ” — ^In connection with the word ‘ sacrifice’ (in the latter 
part of the text), we do not find the mention of any Substance or Deity 
[which must mean that the action spoken of by the term ‘ sacrifice ’ has for 
its substance and deity the same that have been mentioned in the earlier 
part of the text] ; — as a matter of fact, it is only when the sacrifice meant 
is one and the same that there can be such ‘ one sentence ’ ; as it is in that 
case alone that the ‘ sacrificing ’ only has to be laid down, the Substance 
and the Deity having been already mentioned (in the preceding words).— 
In case the two were distinct sentences, — ^the first preceding the rest of the 
performance and the second enjoining another sacrifice, — then this would 
mean a syntactical spht ; and it would, in this case, be necessary to lay down 
(afresh) the Substance and the Deity. — ^As for the argument that “ what has 
gone before would be connected with the second sentence ”, — the needs 
of the first sentence having been already satisfied, it could not be connected 
with the second sentence. — ^From this it follows that the two parts form 
‘ one sentence — “ But even if the sacrifice be one and the same, if the 
first part precluded the subsequent embellishments, and the second part 
enjoined the same, then the meanings being different, there would be 
syntactical split ’’.—Not so ; the mere assertion of the ‘ sacrificing at 
Brahma- soman implies the omission of what follows the washing; so 
that it does not need to be enjoined (by the first part) ; all that is done is 
that in reference to the said •omission, the sacrificing alone is postponed ; 
so that the fact of the sacrifice being one and the same does not involve a 
syntactical split at all!, ' ' 
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SUTRA (61). 

Also BECAUSE it is found that there is no ‘pouring ’ of 
THE Fat. 

BMsya. 

There is the text— ‘ va etarhi vapa yadanahhighrtd, brahma mi 

brahmasdma, yat brahmaadmni akibhate, tendsavyaMenabMghftd' i [where 
‘ the non-pouring of the fat ’ has been, spoken of]. — ^If the first sentence in 
question were preclusive of the subsequent embellishments, then alone it 
would so happen that the Jtihu vessel having been emptied by the Savanlya 
offering, there would Be no * remnant of the Praydjas \ — so that in this case 
alone would ‘non-pouring’ be possible. If, on the other hand, the said 
sentence were preclusive of the rest of the performance, then ‘ the sacrificing 
at Brahmasdman ’ would be a dktinct act ; at which the Praydjas are per- 
formed over again ; of which the ‘ remnant ’ would be there, with which the 
‘ pouring ’ could be done ; so that the mention of ‘ non-pouring ’ would be 
inexplicable in that case. — ^For this reason also the sentence should be 
taken as precluding the subsequent embellishments. 


iwl 
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Adhikabaija (12) : At the ^ Ahi7M\ the ^letting hose o] 
the Bulls ’ is meant to he 'preclusive of the rest of 
tho Performance, 

BM§ya. 

There is au ‘ Ahma ’ sacrifice named ‘ Panchashdradiya laid down in 
the text — ‘ ManUiyah panduxaharaMyo, yah MmayU bahu syamUi m etena 
yajSta ’ [‘ There is the PahchaahdrdMya sacrifice to the Maruts ; one who is 
desirous of becoming many should perfoirm this sacrifice ’] ; — ^in connection 
with this sacrifice we have the following declarations — (a) '^VaisMhhydma- 
vdaydydm aaptadasha mdrvtlstrivaiad apravitd updkaroti* ; (6) ^ SaptcK[asha 
praahnmukfmhtdnparyagnihrtdnprok^iidn^^ dhibhante prEtardniUmyanti' ; 
(c) ‘ Taiah samvatsare rdfivd dnayanti lanshAhaivohs'mh ' tan paryagni- 
htMnUard dlahhante pretardnittatyanti \ 

[The Paiichaahdradpya sacrifice is completed in five yeaars ; during the first 
year, the sacrifice is performed on that Moonless Day on which the asterism of 
Vwfidkhd falls ; at this the animals dealt with are seventeen young female animals 
and seventeen hulls ; — after all these have been wadaed and besprinkled, the 
female animals are laid down as to be killed and the bulls as to be let loose ; the 
same process is repeated during the second, third euad fourth years ; — ^then comes the 
declaration that three animals having been killed on each day, five should be killed 
on the last day.] 

In regard to the ‘letting loose’ of the Bubs, there arises the same 
question as above — ^Is the ‘ letting loose ’ meant to preclude the rest of the 
sacrificial performance, as in the case of the ‘ Aranya ’ ? Or is it meant to 
preclude only the subsequent embellishments for the time bfflhg, — being taken 
up again at the Sutyda, this resuming being laid down in the last sentence, 

‘ They kill three bulls on each day and five on the last day ’ ? — ^If it is 
meant to be preclusive of the rest of the performance, then, each year, 
fresh bulls would have to be brought in ; if, on the other hand, it is meant to 
preclude only the embellisliments, then, the «a.TnA buUs would be kept for 
five years, being ‘ embellished ’ again and again, and being sacrificed only 
at the final Sutyas. 

On this question, the Purvapakaa is as follows : — 

SUTRA (52). 

1 I’tJItVAPAKSA] — “T he same SHOTJUD be TTHi! CASE WECH THE PaS 1C!HA- 
SHARADlYA SACREBTOES.” 

Bhasya, 

“ If you wish to know how the Pahchashdradiya sacrifices are to be 
dealt with, the answer is thaf the same shotdd be the case vnih the Pancha- 
ahdradlya sacrifices ; i.e. they should be regarded as the Prdjapatya offerings 
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(have been regarded in the preceding Adhikamna) \ i.e. the ‘letting loose’ 
should be taken as precluding the embellishments^; as in this way, the idea 
is in keeping with the context; otherwise, the idea of the context would 
be abandoned and an entirely foreign conception brought in. It is only 
thus too that the expression ‘ iansAc/mm Mifesnaft ’ (‘ those same bulls ’), 
which refers to the biills previously mentioned in the same context, becomes 
understandable; as also the laying down of the expiatory Rite-r-‘ If the 
Bull happen to be lame {Kuta’t), or one-eyed, one should offer cooked 
rice to Brhaspati ; if it should fall down, one should offer cooked rice to 
Vayu', if it should die, one should offer cooked rice to ; these 

contingencies can come about only when the animals are kept (year after 
year, not if fresh ones are brought in every year).— From all this it follows 
that the ‘letting loose’ of the (Bulls is to be treated as precluding the 
embellishments.” 

SUTRA (53). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^NoT so ; because it poems ‘ one sentence ’ WITH THE 
Injunction. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that the ‘ letting loose’ of the Bulls is preclusive of the 
embellishments ; as a matter of fact, it precludes the rest of the performance 
itself— Why ? — Became it forms ‘ one sentence ’ with the Injunction ; — the 
Injunction of the sacrifice in question is — ‘ Saptadasha vnarvMh, prshnlh, 
upakaroU ’ [which lays down the sacrifice of seventeen young slie-anitnals 
to Maruta] ; it is this text that contains the mention of the substance as 
well as the Deity ; — ^with this injunction, the sentence ‘ saptadasha prshnln- 
uksnah ’ (‘ seventeen young bulls ’) forms ‘ one sentence and is syntactically 
connected. — “ How do you know that ? ” — The sentence ‘ seventeen young 
bulls ’ is incomplete (having no verb), and it is completed with the help of 
the preceding injunction, which supplies the missing words ‘ marviandla- 
bhate ’ [thus completing the sentence ‘ Sacrifices seventeen young bulla to 
Marats'}. 

“ This would be a clear case of ‘ ami^ahga ’ (supplying of ellipsis) ; 
and in that case there are two distinct independent sentences ; — how then 
can it be said that ‘ it forms one sentence with the Injunction ’ ? 

Answer — ^If the former sentence is supplementary to the latter, then h 
involves an ‘ anusanga — ^while if the second sentence is supplementary to 
the former, then it is a case of ‘ one sentence ’ ; as a matter of fact, we shall 
take the second sentence as supplementary to the former ; the right course is 
that the second sentence should be regarded as supplementary to the former 
sentence, — ^not the former as supplementary to the latter. If the second is 
Sttpplementary to the first sentence, then all that is needed is the inier- 
dependence of the two sentences '; whfie in the other case, it would be necessary 
to assume this interdependence, as ateo the Anu^artga (supplying of the 
ellipsis) ; and there would be a oopne^on with what is expressed by the 
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particle ‘ cto % the meaning being — ‘ Sacrifice seventeen young female 
flnimalR to 'Maruts, and cdao seventeen yoimg bulls Itifes not necessary 
however to add the signification of the particle ‘ cha ’ ; as the fact of the 
two being taken together is secured by the combination of the two sentences. 
—The upshot of all this therefore is that there is only ‘ one sentence ’ in the 
case, laying down thirty-four actions, — seventeen of these being let off after 
the washing, and the other seventeen being dealt with as at the archetypal 
sacrifice.— Similarly with the subsequent injunctions. — Wlien once the 
n.nimalq have been let off, it is not right that they should be used again in 
another performance; firstly because the performer has ho longer any pro- 
prietary right over them, and also because they will have become stale.-^ 
From all this it follows that, as in the case of the ‘ dranya ’ (wild) animals, 
so here also, the sentence should be taken as precluding the rest of the 
performance. 

Under the circumstances, there should be a different set of Bulls each 
succeeding year ; so that there being no previous bulls there, there would be 
no ‘ abandoning of what is related to the context ’ as for the expiatory 
Rite, it would fall due prior to the' ‘ letting off * of the embellished Bulls. The 
declaration of dependence also would be in reference to other similar Bxills 
‘ yo ung ’ and ‘ dedicated to Maruts ’, — ^the previous bulls not being there ;• — 
just as in the case of such expressions as ‘ Tdmeva yavdgdm tryaham pihaii, 
tdnyeva amadhdni, sa 5wa tittirih 

SUTRA (54). 

At. ro because the embellishments ABE FOUND 
MENTIONED, 

Bhdsya. 

The following text shows that the embellishments are to be performed 
every year — ‘ Tan prayagnikrtdn prok§itdn itard dkihhante pretardnutar- 
j anti This might be a mere description ’’.—Not so ; in that case there 

would be syntactical split — the two rtatements being ‘ Performs the washing ’ 
and ‘ Lets off those that have been washed — ^Further, the washing of the 
‘ she-calves ’ and the ‘ bulls ’ have been spoken of simultaneously ; as regards 
the she-calves, there would be only reference, as it is already known from 
other sources, while, as regards the others (the Bulls), it would be enjoined, 
as it is not known from other sources. — ^This however cannot be right ; while 
the embellishments are there, both these are impossible ; over the sacrifice 
one has perfect right ; hence in both cases there should be sacrifices. 



^DHiKABAisrA (13) : The Ahhisechamya' and the ^ Basha- 
peya ’ should he performed separately. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Rajamya, two Ehaha sacrifices are performed— 
■he Ahhisechaniya and the Daahapeya. 

In regard to this we proceed to consider the question— Are these to be 
performed ‘ in common ’ or separately ? 

The Picrvapaksa is as foUows : — 



SUTRA (55), 


;PCEVAPAK§A— “ At the ‘Dashaphya’, as there is 

‘ ANTICIPATION ’ OE THE PURCHASE, THERE SHOULD BE ‘ ANTI- 
CIPATION ’ OE ALL THAT PRECEDES IT ; HENCE THE 
PBREORMANOE OE THESE SHOULD BE ‘ IN 

common’.” 


“Of these two, the subsidiaries should be performed ‘in coramoh’. 

Why ? — ^Because the ‘ Purchase ’ connected with the Dashapeya is ‘ anti- 
cipated,’, as laid down in the text ‘For the Dashapeya and the Abhi^i- 
chanlya, one purchases the Soma together at the same time ’ ; as a matter 
of fact, the AbM^Schanlya comes before the Dashapeya-', hence if the Purchase 
of the Soma for both is done at the time of the Ahhi^echamya, it means the 
‘ anticipation ’ of the Purchase connected with the Dashapeya. The ‘ anti- 
cipation ’ of the Purchase leads to the ‘ anticipation ’ of all those details 
that go before, the Purchase, according to the principle evolved under SMra 
5. 1. 24. Prom this it is clear that the performance of these two Ekdha 
sacrifices is begun ‘ in common ’ ; and when they have commenced ‘ in 
common it is only right that their completion also should be ‘ in 
common ’. Hence we conclude that the performance of the two sacrifices 
should be ‘ in common 

SUTRA (66). 

[PuRVAPAKSA — concluded} — “ The declaration oe similarity points 
TO the same conclusion.” 


“ There is the declaration to the effect tljiat — The two sacri 
hapeya and the Abhi^ichaniya ^e ’ j and the similarit 
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SUTRA (57). 

[SiDDHANTA]-— Iisr reality, there is ho ‘ ANTICIBATIOH BECAUSE IT IS 
OH ACCOUNT OE THE SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS THAT THE TWO 
A-R.TC laid DOWN AS TO BE DONE TOGETHER. 

BMsya. 

In reality, there is no ‘ anticipation’ of the Purchase at all.— Why ?— 
Became it is on account of the special requirements ; i.e. one Purchase is 
prompted by the actual requirements, while the other is done only because it 
is so laid down. In connection with the purchasing of Soma which is done 
before the performance of the sacrifice begins, there are the following details : — 
At the time of securing the accessories of the sacrifice, there is a conversation 
between the sacrificer and the Soma-vendor, — ^the determining of the price 
of the Soma and the buying of it ; from the very nature of these details, 
it is absolutely necessary to perform them ; for, if all this were not done, 

' it would not be right to undertake the performance of the sacrifice at all. — 
“Why ? ” — ^Because in that case it is just possible that at the time of the 
actual performance there may be no Soma at aU ; — or the Vendor may not 
agree to give it at the price offered ; so that in that case the sacrifice could 
not be performed. — ^It is for this reason that it has been laid down that all 
this should be done together, at one and the same time (for both the sacrifices 
m question). — “ Why so ?” — ^Because this first Purchase is the main pur- 
chase, — ^it havmg been nearly completed at that time, the payment of the 
price only remaining to be done.— As for the other details — such as the 
pronouncing of the Mantra ‘ Kalayd te hntmmi ’ and so forth, — ^these are 
mere details ; specially as the Vendor is not an independent agent. Such 
being the case, if the Purchase were done at different times, the subsidiaries 
also would be performed at those same times. — In the conversation held 
between the Vendor and the Purchaser, the root ‘ Kfi ’ has been used 
in the sense of purchasing ; as is also found in such ordinary expressions as 
‘ Devadattena sdha asmdbhih dhdnyam kritam ’ [‘ Paddy has been purchased 
by us along with Devadatta ’], where the transaction has been completed 
and hence a reference is made to it.^ — All this is outside the pale of the sacrifice. 
— ^Hence there can be no ‘ anticipation ’ (of the Purchase) ; it has to be per- 
formed separately at its own proper time in both cases. 

SUTRA (58), 

Also because the ‘ Avabhbtha ’ is round in connection with 

THE FORMER (OF THE TWO SACRIFICES). 



As a matter of fact, we find the Avabhrtha mentioned in connection with 
the ‘ former ’—i.e. with the Abki§Bchamya , — ^in the following text — ‘ Samd- 
nam vai etad yajham viS^indcmti • yadabhisechaniyasydvaJbhfiham(d)hyava- 
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yanti* [‘ If they separate the AvabhrOm from the Abhi§echamya, they disturb 
the even tenor of the sacrifice ’] ; this connection between the Avabhrtha 
and iAie AbhisecMmya is possible only if there are separate performances; 
otherwise, the Avabhrtha would have to be performed at the end of the' 
JDaAape^a. 

SUTRA (59). 

The Ieitia®[OHS also are found connected with the latter (of 

THE TWO SACEmCBS). 

Ehd^a. 

In connection with the Dashapeya also, we find the Initiations mentioned 
separately ; it being declared that ‘ they should increase the number of 
Initiations at the Abhisechamya, so that on the tenth day the Dashapiya 
becomes accomplished ; at which the Soma is purchased at the same time 
and the Initiation is done at the same time ’.—If the two were not performed 
separately, then the Initiations of the Dashaplya would be done at the 
Abhisechamya also ; and in that case the said declaration would not be 
compatible. 

As for the argument urged (in Su. 66) that— The declaration of 
similarity points to the same conclusinn our answer to that is as follows 

S0TRA (60). 

They ABE * SHOLAB * by season of TTTE Tnyrm bbINQ T TT m 
SAME. 

Bhdsya. 

The two Soma-sacrifices are performed during the, same season ; so that 
after on© year it is in reference to this sameness of time that there is the 
declaration of ‘ similarity ’ with regard to the latter of the two. Such a 

declaration would have no sense if the performances were not separate. 

From all this it follows that the two sacrifices in question should be performed 
separately. .... 


ABHiKABAisrA (14): In the text ^ Yarwnya nishmena 
tusaishchdvahhrthamabhyavaya7iti\ the ^ Ambhrtim '* 
is laid down as a distinct sacrifice. 

Bhdsya. 

In oomieefeion with the Varmuipraghdaa sacrifices, we read — ‘ Vasrunya 
ni^Msena tit^ish€Mvahhrth(muibhyatxtya^ ’ [‘ They proceed to the AiMMfiha 
with the smearinga of the Yaruni and the ChaS ’]. 

[At the Fcwwtwt-jprogfMsa, the ei^th substance is this ‘ Curdled Milk for Varun®, ’ 
this substance along with the Bam inadb of barley* flour having been offered, they 
offer the ninth substance, a cake baked on one pan; then they pecfomi the 
Avabhftha with the smearings left in the vessel that eontained the Ouxdled Mfllr 
as also the Chaff of the barley of whose flour the Bam had been made.] 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the following question: — Does 
this mean the postponement of the pr^vionsly-mehtioned offering ? Or the 
injunction of a distinct act ? 

S0TRA.(61). 

[Pt?ByAPAKi§A] — “ At the Avabhbtha, — rsr ASwiiroH AS Tine * sacsABmcis * 

ARE EART OE IT, THEBE SHOUUO BE ‘ AHTlOIPATIOir ’ OE Tme 

oEFEBnsra, as in the case oe the ‘AnimalV’ 

Bha^a. 

“ This is a case of ‘ awti(%o«io» ’ of the o^ering ; — ^why J— became Uisa 
part of it ; the Ovrdkd MUk been laid down as to be Differed to Vanjamt 
in the text — ‘ Chirdled Mfik is for the Marute ; Oiarcfled Milk ia for Vemiha^'; 
-—this Curdled Milk is found to be offered to Varuoa on two occasions-'— one 
part of it is offered in place of the Avapa, and another part, after the Sami^^ 
yajm ; — ^hi both cases the deity is Fom?io ; — Whence it follows that there 
should be ‘ anticipation ’ of the offering ; — as .in the case of the * Animai * ; 
Le. out of the Savanlya animal, ‘ they offer the fat at the mnnumg extrac- 
tion, the cake at midday and the limbs at the evening extraction.* * What 
is the use of introducing the term, Avobhftjki at tdl (in the StOra) ! ’—It is a 
merely — a figurative reference, — on the basis of the place a-nd the deity being 
the same (in the case of the Avabhflha and the offering, to in gueMion). 

— *'Why cannot the term be treated as transferring the details ( of the 
Avabhrtha to the offering to Fomao),— -like the term '^agniShotra ’ (see 7. 3. 1.) ? ’ 
— ^Because it caxmot be so taken ; it is not possible for one and the same 
sentence to lay down*‘ <miic»pa«ion’ of the offering and also the tran^erence of 
details ; in fact, after having laid down the anticipation of {he offering, it has 
no capacity left for laying down the transference of details.” 
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StJTRA (62). 

[SiBDHSOTA] — Is BEALTEY, THEBE SHOEXB BE SEPAEATIOE ; BECAUSE 
OF COmSiEOTIOF WITH A WEIXi-KEOWE NAME. 

Bhdsya. 

la feet, there shoisld be no ‘ aniicipatipn ’ of the offering ; what is meant 
is the — of the smmrings ; and the action laid down in the text is 

am. enlareiy diffeirent one. — “Why ?” — Because of connection with a weU-known 
name ; — i-e. becanse of connection with the well-known name ‘ avahhrtha in 
tihe s^xtence ‘ Nishd^ndvabhr^mabhyavayanti \ — “ It has been already 
explaamed that the mse of the name is only figurative, for the ptirposes of 
rtferestee ^*. — If it were a mere re/erence, then it would not prompt any acti- 
vity amd hence it would be useless ; while, if it transfers the details, then it 
serves a distinctly useful purpose. — “ But even in that case the use of the 
t^cm would be figurative ”. — ^Yes ; but even a figurative term, if prompting 
activity, serves a useful purpose ; Just as such figurative expressions as — 
‘ agnau UgffutH ’ [‘ stands in fire ’], ‘ avate ti§thati ’ stands in the pit — “ But 
such uBage involves the incongruity of a term having several significations 
There is no such incongruity in the case of the term laying down an entirely 
new action; Just as^in the case of the text, ^Etasyaiva reva&^ varavan- 
ayamogmgtonMsdma hrPva pashvkdmo hyetena yajSta ’ . — But how can the text 
in question lay down an entirely new action ? ” — ^The answer to this is as 
follows -What is declared in the text is that ‘ they proceed to the Avahhrtha 
with the smearings of the curdled milk offered to Varurm and with the 
Chaff a matter of fa^, however, ’it is hot possible for the AvaMirtha 
to be ‘ proceeded'to ’ ; — hence the meaning is understood to be that ‘ with a 
view to performing the Avabhrffia with the smearmgs and the CJiaff, they 
proceed to the water ’ ; this being analogous to such assertions as ‘ with a 
view to making a cloth, they weave the yams’. — the same idea might be 
said to be indicated indirectly (figuratively) ; like such assertions as ‘ those 
who knowing this proceed to the saUra ’ [where also ‘ proceed ’ stands for 
‘ 'perform ’3... ■ 

SUTRA (63). 

If rr K ubgbd that ** rr may be ah act of Disposal ”, — that OAioroT 

BE ; BBCATJSB OF THE PBBSBNOB OF AOTIOE. 

. Bhd§ya. 

It might be argued that — “Inasmuch as the smearing is only the 
remnant of what has been offered, at another sacrifice, the ‘proreeding to 
Ambhriha ’ may be regarded as merely an act of Disposal 

That cannot be. — “ Why ? "—Because of the presence of acHon ; Le, we find 
the substance spoken of as connected with a positive (fruitful) action, as is 
clear from the use of the Instrumental Ending (in ‘ r^Msina ’) ; if it were a 
mere DLspo.sal, this would have been signified by the use of the Accusative 



2172 . SHABABA-BHl^YA : 

Ending, because in that case, the stibskmce, not t^ euMon, wonid. be the 
predominant factor as is found, jn the case of the text * ChMv&la 
pra^aM ’ [‘Throws the Black Horn on the dnst-heap ’]. 

Or ,,the term {‘Karmasamyogat ’ in the sflitra] nuiy be taken to m^m eomted- 
ion with action, through the term ‘ avdbhrOwt * ; if it were an ant of Disposal, then 
the teem ‘ avahhrtha ’ would be meaningless ; because the only purpo^ that 
this term could serve is to transfer the details of the A'mtbhrtita mcrifice i — but 
it is not possible to transfer the Details of a positive primary sacridee to a 
mere Disposal ; as there is no similarity between the two. — In. that cam the 
only meaning possible would be ‘One disposes of the substenm by the 
Avabh^tha ’ ; — as a matter of fact, however, there is notibing that has been 
‘ disposed of ’ by the Avobh/rtha, which could be transferred. 


Adhikabana (15) : The ‘ Udayamya-offeuTig ’ out of the 
i Prdyaniya-mneariTigs ’ is a positive act by itself to 
which the ‘ smearings ’ is subsidiary, 

SUTRA (64). 

[PeBVAPAKj§A (A)]— “The case oe the Udayaniya also is to be 

TREATED UKB THAT.” 



“ la tsonaeetioa with the JyoHstorm, we read — ‘ Out of the Praya/tfiya- 
saieaiings one offers the XJdayar&ya.'^ 

(The qui^taoa being as before] — ^there is the following Purvapak^at — ^ 
" As in the case of the Avdbhriha, so here also, the smearings should be treated 
as the accessory detail ; as here also there is connection with a primary act of 
the name of Udayan^fa, — ^in the text ‘out of the smearings of the Prayct- 
mya one offem the Udayavaya ’ 5 — the Udayaniya however cannot be offered ; 
so here also, it is only the relationship (connection) that is laid down ; — ^the 
meaning being that ‘ He makes up the offering material out of the smearings 
of the Prayamya, for the purpose of performing the Udayaniya ’ j — or it may 
be taken figuratively, as before. — IHirtber, the presence of the Accusative 
indicaice the predominance of the adion, and the Locative TCnHing m 
‘ n^kase ’ indicates the subordinate character of the smearings {ni§kdm). If 
it were an act of Disposal, the action would be the subordinate and the smear- 
ingsy the predominant factor ; and in that case the action would be connected 
with the Instrumental Ending and the smearings with the Accusative Ending. 
— * The Loealave is used also in connection with the predominant factor ; 
for instance, in such expressions as Svagare gdvo vdsyanldm, pravidrl 
krjmmani — Such is the case when the substance has been already known, 
from other sources, as the predominant factor ; in a case however where the 
matter is amenable to verbal authority only, the substance can be regarded as 
the suboidinate factor ; because these endings are case-endings expressive 
of active agenci^ and active agencies are subservient to actions, because they 
are .weU-establislied entities, — and when entities already established are 
spoken of along with those to be accomplished, the former are subservient to 
the latter ; on the ground that they serve a visible purpose ; if whdt is to 
he accompUshed were taken as sulweryient to a VHtU-established entity, it would 
be necessary to assume a transcei^ental purpose served by it ; — but while 
a visible purpose is possible, there can be no justification for assuming a 
transcendental purpose,” ; ; : , 



SUmA (66). 

[SroBHSjSTTA] — ^As A MATXSB OS' FACSC, IT MUST BB A POSITIVELY 3?1 
ACT, — BECAUSE THE TSmO IS AH AUXIIXABY, BEOSTG EHJOU 
BY A TEEM MXTlUiSSmG THAT IDEA ; LIKE THE ACT OF 

^Shbayana*. 


Aa a znattor of fact, tbe ‘ oSesriog of the saoeaiiDgs ” shooM be 
i positively finiaitful act, — Bofc as an, act of * DisposaJ. *. — " Wt 


SOTRA (65). 

[PflmvA- PA-gfiA (B )] — “ 0B, IT MAT BB AH ACT OP DISPOSAL; AS THBEB 
IS HO CMMSTBCTIOH WITH THE ACOTOH.” 


“ Or, the I7d5a®famj/a may be regraded as an aet of Disposal ; Ibe siiaea®wis» 
being the subcmlinate factor. — Wby so ? — Becaiose iJters is «i© corasiec^tm. 
wiM action ; i-e. the ‘ smearings * has no oonnectaon with tto 
offering s in fact, the ‘snoeaiings’ is eannocted wilh the N'kvapa ^offermgf 
£K( is clear from the words * msjbdse nirvapati *. — * Inasnocuieh as the Ud/o^jir- 
ftiya is the most important iacbot in the ccmtext, the right thing is to oommet 
the smearings with that % — Not so ; if it Is connected with the jHiedmhixtmt 
jEaetor, tl^ it remains incomplete, — as to what is it that the 
do^ to the smearings. IMs information has to be SBpplied by the word 

* nirvapaiyUttvycan^ (‘shonid be oSrared’), the complete ides thus obtained, 

beiDg * one offers Udayartiya '' ; mod it has b^n already pointed out thnt 
the Udayamya has no connection with the smearings. We are forced tibnze- 
f ore to adopt the constmetitHi. which giv^ the sense that * for the purpose 
of performing the Udayamya <me seeures the offering-mateaml in the smearings 
of the Prdyanlya'. The ‘smearing* too is a remnant of the Ftdyamya- 
offering ; in fact, the veacy.term ^ni?kSsa* (‘smearings’) is denotative of the 
remnant ; it stands for that sabstance which has hem left smeared in the 
C7Hd-vessel ; — an act of ‘ Disposal * consists in the using of tbs remnant for 
some other purpose ; and'snch an act becomes a part and parcel of the main 
act, and as such, must have its connectitm. with the main sazai&ce du(y per- 
ceived — or w/erred, if it is an helpful accessory; the Locative Ending 

also has been found to be used in the sense of predommanee. — IVom all this 
it follows that the act in question is one of Disposal — ‘ But even, so, it should 
be treated as the injunetaon of a distbmt act, as in the case of the AisdiMha 
— It aoaij^t be so, if the act had not been already enjoined (elsewhere} ; as a 

-matter of fact however, the Ddaj^unij^ has bem already enjomed in the text — 

* J^Ktyah prayaatsyatdvehmva^^ adi^ vdayamyo ditSmm, pmjna^i " 
and it is recognised that it is for idie pcrfafrmance of tl^ Udayamya that 
the ‘ smearings of the PrayayHya * come to he offered. — I'rom all this it f oEows 
that the text in qaestion cannot be taken as the injunction of a distinct act.’ 


shababa-bhIj^ya : 


Bhdsya. 


ai75 


ABHirlYA XI, FlBA H, A3>HIXAEA»A (15). 

Beamm Ae i^ing is em emxH^arif ; tibe * smearing * is an anzOiaty to — a sub- 
sidiaacy doteil of — the ‘offecing’. — How do you know that ? ” — ^Beosose 
U has hem joined hy a teim esepressing AM ideai ie- becatise it has 
bron mjoiuest hy » temo — i.e. the Locative Ending— which is expressive 
df that idea -the IjOtsative Ending is used in the sen^ of the receptacle ; and 
the recepiade of the action and the agencies conducive to that action is that 
wMch opearates in the way of hoMing {containiDg} thcxn ; hence it must be 
ausiliaey (subeervient) to - it- — “ As a matter of fact, the smearmgs cannot 
heM or contain anything ; the ccfOainittg is done by the I>is& — This case 
is to he taken as sunilar to that of the Cooking Pot ; the CooMng Pot contains 
the Mim and the Ckoumd contains the Pot ; and yet the Pot does not cease to 
be the container. — It might be aigoed that the smearmgs do not render any 
visible help. — But the same may be said of the Cooking Pot also. — Then again, 
the Oiffering-aubetances serve the nsefni purpose of accomplishing the Udaya- 
; if then, these substances are embelhehed by the smearings, then the 
swmmrmgs also serve a usefol purpose^ K, on the other hand, it is the smear- 
ings itself that is embelliahed, and no other purpose is served hy it, then 
it vrould do nothing . — “ But that 'also has accomplished the Praycmiya 
ofEering, and the embelHshment done for that pmrpose would certainly serve 
a useful purpose.” — Not so ; because the emboHisfameint of vStai is being used 
is scqpeirior to the embeUishmeut of uduU, has hern used. 

Farther, if this were an embellishmeat of the STTtcarln^rs, and as such a part 
of the PrdiyB/^ya , — then this would militate against its proximiiy’ to the 
Udayaniya. — From all this it foIlowB that throa^ its connection with the 
smeosrmgsj the act in qnestion xrenders an invisible help to Ihe oSeiring- 
sohetancesnsedat the Udayamya^ — as Ae case of As * Shmycma* j just as 
in the case of the declarationr— * Popisd fmitFamartmam shnnati, dhdna- 
IMfhdriayiganam* — ^the act of/ ’ reocuiers bdp to the jS^oma-som/Sce. 


Snd of Pada ii of A^yaya XI. 


ADHYAYA XI. 

P5DA III. : ■ 

Adhikarana (1) I Such dckiils us the Hd^uhin^ oj^ the 
Platform^ umy he done at a time other than the 
time of the Principal Sacrifice, 

StJTRA (1). 

INASMUOH as SUBSIDIABIES ABE PERFORMED AT THE SAME TOME AS THE 
PEINCIPAr., THEY MAY BE PEBFOBMED AT AEOTHEB TIME 
WHEEEVBB THEBE IS A DEOLABATIOE TO THAT EEFECT. 

JBhd^a. 

Under Sutra 11. 2. 7, it has been explained that the sul^idiaries are to 
be performed at the same time, at the same place and by the same performers 
as their Principals. This is what is recognised as to be done everywhere. 
But wherever there is a declaration to that effect, they may be performed at 
another time ; i.e. wherever there is a declaration to that effect, they maybe 
performed at another time, at another place and by other perform^; 
e.g. (a) ‘ At the Darsha sacrifice, one makes the platform on the previom 
day \ (6) * They perforin the Avabhriha in water ’, (c) at tlie Ayni sacrifice, 
in the Sautrdmani, there are distinct sacrificial fees prescribed— in the form 
of a Mare {Badavd)—; wHoh shows that the performer is different. 


Adhikabais’A (2) : The AdhdTid, ‘ Fire-installation is to 
he performed ^ in common \ 

SUTEA (2). 

Inasmuch; as the thing is brought about at a time other than 

THAT OW THE SAOBmCtAIi PERFORMANCES, THE OFBRATION 
SHQXJIiU BE TAKEN AS APPERTAINrEirG TO ALL ; AS IT 
HAS ITS OWN TIME. 

BMsya. 

We fiad tlie AdJiSna, Fire-instaUation, laid down in the text — ‘The 
Mrdhrruma should install the Fire in spring, — ^the K§athriya in the summer, 
and the Vaiahiya in the autumn ’ ; — and it is an acknowledged fact that this 
Eite is for the purpose of performing sacrifices. — “ Why so ? ” — ^Because it 
has no resrdt of its own ; the use of the Fires installed lying in such actions 
as ‘the ojBfering of oblations into the Ahavamya Fire’, ‘the Cooking of 
offering materials in the QarTiapaiya Fire ‘ the Cooking of the AnvdhSryat 
etc. in the Doik^iriAgm Fire \ 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question — ^Is this Fire> 
instaUcUdnn to be done separately for the purposes of every sacrifice that one 
may be going to perform ? — Or should it be done once only ‘ in common for 

the purpose of aU kinds' of sacrifices that one may have to perform- 

Animcil-mcrificea, Soma-sacrifices, and Darvihomas ? 

The only rational view {Siddhdnta) is as follows : — Inasmuch as the 
thmg — Fire — is brought about at a time other than &iat of the Sacrificial 
' P&rformomce, — such, for iMtance, as ‘ spring *, ‘ summer ’ and ‘ autumn \-— 
the operation, — of instaMaiion — shoidd be taken as appertaining to all. — “ Why ?” 
— Because it has its own time ; the Fire-installation has its own distinct time, 
in the shape of spring and the rest ; and it has not been laid down as to be 
perfomoed at the time of any particular sacrifice ; hence there can be no such 
discrimination as that * the Installation is for the purposes of this sacrifice, 
not for those of this other’ and when there is no such discrimination possible, 
the only right conclusion is that the Installation should be regarded as 
‘common’ to all sacrifices. 

“There is this discrimination possible that the Fire-installation is for 
the purpose of that particular sacrifice which is the first to be performed 
after it.” 

Certainly this discrimmation is possible ; but mere immediate sequence 
cannot be a reason (for connecting the one with the other) ; because, even if 
the Fire-insfaUatian were for the purpt^tes of aU. sacrifices, its, performance 
must come before some one sacrifice, as simultemeity is not possible. So 
that 'immediate sequence to some cme saorifioe* is a reason that would be 
applicable to both the conclusions— that ‘the Installation is for the pur- 
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posee of aU sacrifices’ and tihat ‘it is for the porposes of the one sacrifice 
only^ and being equally applicable to Both, it caonot be regarded as 
a sound reason. 

Then again, it is not with the Installation of Fire thdt sacrifices are begun ; 
in fact, they are begun with the Fetching of Fire j in case they did begin with 
the Installation, then it might be regarded as the beginning of that parti- 
cular sacrifice which would have been begun with it, — and not of any other 
sacrifice ; as the one sacrifice would have come in between the two (the Ins- 
tallation and the other sacrifices); — and with the finishing of that one 
sacrifice, the Installation also would come to an end,— just like the 
Fetching- As a matter of fact, however, no sacrifice is begun with the Ins- 
tallation ; as at the time of the Installation the time of the sacrifice has not. 
arrived ; all the texts laying down the sacrifices pertaining to times later than 
that of the Installation. 

“What is it then that is done by means of the Installation ? 

The substance, in the shape of the particular Fire, is secured; just as 
one would secure Iron or Gold, with the view that ‘when I have my own 
Iron or G0I4, I shall do with it anythmg that may present itself and then 
in time, he makes (out of the iron) the things be requires, such as the Am 
and the like ; — similarly in the ease in question ; the man secures the Fire 
with the view that ‘ when I have got my own Fire, I shall perform with it 
any sacrifice that may present itself*. There is no grotmd for making any 
such discrimination as that ‘it is for the' purpose of this, and not for that 
of the other ’ ; and as a mattw of fact, it is fit for being used for the purpose 
of all sacrifices. Hence it follows 'that the Installation is for the purpose 
of all sacrifices. 

Then again, these several kinds of sacrifices,' — Essential (compulsory). 
Prospective a-oA Contingent, — have their respective times according to circum- 
stances ; aU these have need of the Fire installed in the spring ; it is not 
possible, during any other season, to install the Fire ‘in the spring’ ; this 
‘ want of connection ’ (incongruity) would be there if the Installation were 
done separately for each particular sacrifice. If, on the other hand, the 
Installation is for the puipose# of all sacrifices and hence ‘ common’, then 
there is no such incongruity. — For this reason also the Installation should 
be * in common ’ for all sacrifices. 


Adhikabaija (3) : In connection with the ‘ Agnlsmmya'* 
and other sacrifices, the ‘ Post ’ is set up ‘ in common ’ 
for all. 

SUTRA (3). 

The Post also ; as it is not set tip at the time oe the SACBiinoiii. 
Bhd^a. 

In connection witB the Jyoti^toma, there are three anknal-sacrifices 
— Agti^omlya, SavavAya and AmibanMya ^ — ^in connection with these, there 
is the Post, laid down in snch texts as— ‘He ties the animal to the Post of 
Khadim-wood’, ‘He ties it to the Post of Palosha-wood \ ‘He ties it to the 
Post of iSoMtolba-wood’. 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question— -Is the Post to be 
set up separately for the tying of each of the three Animals t Or is it to be 
set up ‘in common’ for all ? 

The Purvapah§a is as follows : — It should be set up separately ; — 
why' f — ^because in the AgrAsotmya, the Post is included by the declaration 
of its procedure ; so that, according to the General Law, it should have to be set 
up at the other two animal-sacrifiees also ; becaxise the declarations of pro- 
cedure are complete with each particular sacrifice, and hence indicate the 
setling up of the Post separately for each such sacrifice. Consequently, the 
Post should be set up separately.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta : — The Post also should 
be set up ‘in common ’, — because it is not set up at the time of the sacrifice 
as a matter of fact, the Post is not set up at the time of the performance 
of the animal-sacrifice ; it is set up at a different time, as laid down in the 
text — ‘He cuts out the Post during the Initiations, or after the purchase 
of the 8oma When it is set up at that time, there is no reason for making 
any discrimination, such as — ‘ it is for the tying of this animal , not for that ’ ; 
while it is possible for all the three animals to be tied to it. Hence it should 
be regarded as serving the pijurposes of all the three animals. 

SUTRA (4)^ 

Also thehe is a text indicating that theee is only one Post, 
Bhaaya. 

There' is a text which shows ihat there is only one Post pertaining in 
common to all the three animals ;; — ^hx cMmnection with the Savaniya animal, it 

ig said ‘ Trivrtd yupam parwiya\ which lays down the encircling of the 

Post with a threefold thread rif thnre \we several Posts, then, inasmuch 
as the previous Post will have eeryed.i^ purpose (in connection with tlie first 
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sacrifice of AgnM(mlya),-%hB said Post wodd come into the second 
(Samniw) animal, -under the General Law, and there wonld be no need for 
separately laying down the ‘encircling with the threefold thread’. If, 

■' on the other hand, the Post is common to aU the three, then its embelKshments 
also would be ‘ common so that the ‘ encircling ’ done in connection with the 
Agm?<yrm!a would have served its purpose in that connection, and that 

same ‘encircling’ would not be admissible at the Savamya; consequently 
V it becomes necessary to enjoin it ; and this is what is done.— For this reason 
also the Post is ‘ common’. 


ADHiKABA3fA (4): The Embellishments of the Post are 
performed * in common 

SUTRA (5). 

[Pobvapaksa} — The Embeujshments ho-wever should be 

BBPEATED ; BECAUSE THEY ABE DONE AT THE HME OE 
ITS USE.” 



There are COTtain embeUishments of the Post done in course of the per- 
formaace of the animal -sacrifices, —such as, Besprinkling, Anointing, SeUing- 
tip, and Bncircling. 

In regard to these, we proceed to consider the question— Are these em- 
bellishments to be done separately with each of the animals ? or ‘ in common ’ ? 

The Purvapaksa is as foUows » P/ie emheUiehments—of ihe Post- 
should be repeated,— md they should not be treated as to be done once only 
‘ in common % like the Post itself— Why so 1— Because they ore done at the time 
0 / ^ ««6 ; the ‘use ’ is ^e tying of the animal ; and it is at the time of this 
Tying .that the embellishments in question are done and there is this 
ground for the differentiation that the embellishments are for the purpose of 
that animal, at the time of who^ tying they have been done ; and as the time 
for the ot^ two animals has not yet arrived, the embellishments could not 
be performed for the sake of the latter two animals— From this it follows 
that the embellishnoents should be repeated (with each animal), just like 
the ‘iSdmwiafyona’ of the Fire.” 

SUTRA (6). 

[SiDDHAHTA]— As A MATTER OE FACT, THEY HAVE THEIR OWN TIME, AS 

THEY HAVE THE PoST FOR THEIR OBJECTIVE ; AND THEY HAVE 
BEEH ENJOINED FOR THE PoST ; IN TEE DASE OF at.t. 

THINGS, ANOTHER TIME IS ADOPTED ONLY 
WHEN THERE IS A DECLARATION 
TO THAT EFFECT, 

Bhd^ya. 

The embellishments would truly have to be repeated if they were per- 
formed at the time of use. As a noatter of fact however, they have their oum 
time, ne. they are performed at the time of the Iniiaation.— How do you know 
this ?— Heoouse ^ have ihe Post for their objective ; the embellishments are not 
meant for bringing about the use, it is foet that is brought about by them ; 
and it is the Post that is for the purp<^.e k W , This Post has to be brought 
about at the time of the Ihitiatio]^^ fording to the text — ‘ One cuts out 
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tlie Post dtmng tl\e Initiations ’ and it is by means of the embellishments 
that the Post is brought about or prepared ; — Whence the embellishments are 
to be performed at‘ the time of the Initiations. 

* “It is only the GUiting of the Post, not the making oi it, that has been 
declared as to be done ^rmg the Initiations” 

Answer — ^There is no worldly object named ‘ Post of -which the ctating 
is laid down in the^text ; hence what we learn from the text is that ‘ by the acts 
oi cutting and the rest one makes the Post, during the Initiations the 
‘cutting,’ alone has been mentioned beca-use it is the principal act in the 
process of Post-making,~and ft has been mentioned only by way of indica- 
tion; that it is so is. clear from the fact that mere " cutting’ does not make 
the thing a ‘ Post 

Such being the case, it is clear that the embellishments are done during 
the time of the Initiations. 

'In the case of all things it is only when there is a declaration to that effect, 
that (mother time is adopted ; as for instance, in the case of such declarations as 
* After the offering to Agni-Marvts, they perform the Anuydfaa ’. 

From all this it follows that like the Post itself, its embellishments 
also should be regarded as ‘'common’. 


There is another explanation of the expression ‘ Y upakarmntvSt'* (in the 
Sicbra)'. — The embellishments of cutting, etc. form part of the process of 
making the Post ; i.e. it is the Post that is made by the jirocess of Planing 
and the rest, just as the ‘ Samrdt * (supreme sovereign) is brought about by 
the Vdjapeya sacrifice ; — ■ hence if the Post has been made once, if it is made 
again, such making would be useless ; hence there should be no repetition 
(of the act of Post-making), 

“ If this be so, then the same Post would ha ve to be used at the Nirudha- 
Pashu-sacrifice also.’’ 

Yes, that would be so, if there had been no prohibition of the sacrifice 
by the term ‘ niri§ti ’ ; there is, however, that prohibition ; hence it is not so ; 
just as another action is not done with' the Kuaha-grass that lias been used 
already at one action. 


Or the term ‘ Yupahmnatv&t ’ may mean that the sacrifice for which 
the Post had been made ha-ving been finished, the Post also has become 
finished, come to an end. 

SCTRA (7). 

ThJIBH is -a TEOT •WHIOH shows dniAT IHIBE IS A SnsrOLE MBASITBIMSS’T, 

BMfiya. 

There is the text de<daring~‘ Having encircled the Post the three* 
fold thread, one sacrifices the BcBvamyO: animal’ which mertl'/cs the details 
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<3oniiecfced with the Post begirtniag with the ‘ encircling ’ ; this i^ows that the 
Post is fixed up in the pit only once for all ; if it were not so, it would have 
begun with ‘ Besprinkling ’ which is the most important detail — It might 
be argued that “ it has been so mentioned with a view to immediate sequence 
— But that cannot be so ; as the sequence is already fixed by what is done 
at. the archetype. 

From this also it follows that the embellishments are ‘common’.' 


Abhikarana (5) : The ^ Svaru"* is common to the three 
Animals, 



There is the Svaru, mentioned in the text ^Yupasya svarum karoti’ 
[‘He makes the Seam of the Post’]. 

In regard to this, there is the question — Is this Svaru one only, common 
to all the Animals ? Or should it be separate, one for each of the animals ? — 
[When the Post is being hewn out, the piece of wood that falls out first is 
used as the Svaru — says the Bhasya at the end of Sutra ©]. 

The Furvapahsa is as follows : — 

SUTBA (8). 

[P^rvapaksa]— “The ‘Svaext’ shotild be oompijbte wim each 
perpormahob; as it has ho timb of its owh.” 

Bhasya. 

“The Svaru should be regarded as complete with each performance, 
as it has no time of its own ; as a matter of fact, .there is no particular time 
laid down for the making of the Svaru; whichever Svaru one takes up at 
the time of a sacrificial performance,— in accordance with the declaration 
‘ One anoints the Animal with the Svaru or the Svadhiti — ^for the purpose 
of anointing a partioTilar animal, that Svaru is r^arded as being for the 
purposes of that Animal-sacrifice; this the differentiating feature that we 
perceive ; hence it follows that there is a different Svaru in connection with 
each of the three animals. — ‘ ThOTe is the text dedaring that one makes the 
Svaru of the Post, which means that there’Is a definite time for the making 
of the Svaru \ — ^It is not so; this making also falls within the scope of the 
performance of the sacrifice [and the time cannot refer to ’the Svaru by itself], 
— ^Then again, the term ^ Svaru'* in the text ‘makes the Svaru* stands for 
the use of the Svaiu; hence what the text means is that ‘one makes 
use of the Svaru*, — ^because it is not known what the Svaru is, while 
it is well -known that the use of the Svaru lies in anomti''g the Animal. — 
‘ But we find a text laying down the XHsposal of the Svaru at the end of the 
sacrifice — On the completion of the Soma-sacrifice, one offers away the grass- 
bedding, as also the Svaru for the 'purpose of securing harmUasness for the sacri- 
fice *. — True, there is this Disposal of the Svaru ; but that is for Svaru in 
general, not for any particular Svaru. — Under these circuznsianoes, there 
is a doubt as to whether the Svaru that appears at the cmd of the Soma- 
sacrifice is the same that had been taken up at the Agrnl-ftm%Ohatumal> 
sacrifice and which had since been used ‘in common* in connectiaa with the 
other two animals, — or it is the one that has come at the time of the Anuban- 
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dhyd under the General Rule t-^Wnsn there is this doubt, t|ie right view is 
that what appears at the end of the Soma-sacrifice is that which cornea in 
at the time of the ArmhavMyd, — ^and not that which bad been used 'in 
common — ^Why so ? — Because of the reason stated in the ‘Further, 

the mere appearance of a certain thing does not prove anything ; such appear- 
ance being assumed wherever possible. Hence the appearance of the Svaru 
would be of that one which came in at the time of the Anubandhya, — ^just 
as the appearance of the ‘ grass-bedding ’ is of that which came in at the time 
of the Awuiicuidhyd.” 

SUTRA (9). 

[Siddhanta]— In fact, it SHOIIIJ) be common; as that also is 

COMMON IN THE WAKE WHEREOF THE SVARU COMES IN.' 

JBhd^a. 

It is not right that the Svaru should vary with each performance • 
in fact, it should be coirmoru — ^Why 1 — ^The Post, in the wake whereof the 
Svaru comes in, is common to all the animals ; and because the Post is * com- 
mon it is only right that the Svaru also should be ‘common-’ i — just as one 
and the same Post is common to all the animals, so the Svaru also should 
be eominon to all, specially as we do not perceive any peeidiarity whereby 
it could be connected -with any one of them only. 

Objection — “ The view just set forth is not right. In the case of the 
Post, it is right that it should be held to be ‘ common because there is the 
declaration of the ‘anticipation ’ of subsidiaries, and hence no groimds for differ- 
entiation are perceptible ; in regard to the Svaru, however, there is no declara- 
tion of its ‘ anticipation ’, on the basis of which, the non-perception of gro-unds 
for differentiation would indicate its ‘ common ’ character, — ^As for the sentence 
’’Yupasya soarum haroti\ this falls within the scope of the Performance; 
the meaning being that ‘when one takes up a thing for using as Svaru 
in the anointing, he does so out of the Post’ ; — ^the fact of one thing being 
‘ common ’ does not necessarily prove that another thing is also ‘common’ ; 
because out of one and the same Po^, there may be many pieces ; — ^further, 
those details which come into the Performance by -virtue of the General Law, 
being different, bring into the perf ormanoe their own auxiliaries, in connection- 
with each performance separately ; because differentiating peculiarities are 
perceptible ; hence there must be diversity (among the Svarus).*’ 

Ansuver — ^Though there is no direct declaration of the ‘anticipation’ 
of the Svaru, — nor does the ‘ anticipation ’ of one thing mean the ‘ anticipation ’ 
of another, — yet what has been asserted is hot right as What has been assert- 
ed is right only in a case where the two things are not related to one another, 
—not in a case where they are relat^ l -m, the case in question (for instance), 
the Piece of wood {Svptru) comes out of thuPost ; and hence its ‘anticipation ’ 
naturally follows from the ‘anticipation*^ of the Post ; hence wherever the 
Post is, the Svaru also is there. ' . 
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As for the statement that “the text '^^Yupasya svarum Mrotd>' is connected 
\<dth what falls within the scope of the pc^ormance ”, — ^this also is not right ; 
in connection with every object, there are two points of time,— one at which 
it is brought in, and the other when what has been brought in is med ; — 
when an object has got to be brought in for the purposes of a performance, 
—this performance is never taken up until that object has been brought in ; 
'for instance, it never happens that before bringing in the Vnhi-ooin, one 
begins the performance of the sacrifice and then begins to look for the Vrihi- 
com ; if one were to do this, there would be no performance at all. — As for 
the Svaru, it is produced out of the Post when this latter is being hewn out ; 
hence wherever there is this hewing, the Svaru (piece of wood) also is there. 
— As for the argument that there may be many Svarus out of a single Post, 
— this woiald be so if one did not take up that particular piece which came out 
first ; as a matter of fact, however, it has been laid down that the piece of wood 
taken up as Svaru should be the one that comes out first ; hence in view of 
the declaration that when the Post is being hewn out, the piece of wood that 
falls out first should be used as the Svaru, — as there cannot be more than 
one such piece, — ^it is not possible that there should be many Svarus out of 
a single Post. 

SOTRA ’(10). 

AliSO BEOAXTSB ITS ‘DISPOSAL* IS POTTfilD TO APPEAR AT THE END OP 
THE SOMA-SACSEmOB. 

Bhd§ya. 

In the text — ‘ On the completion of the Soma-sacrifice, one offers away 
the grass-bedding, as also the Svaru , in order to secme harmlessness for the 
sacrifice — ^the ‘ Disposal ’ of the Svaru is found mentioned as coming at the 
end of the Soma-sacrifice •, and this is possible only if it is ‘common’ to all 
the animals ; if it appertained to each of the animals separately, then the said 
disposal would come in at the end of the Agnl-§omiya, — ^Prom this also it 
follows that the Svaru is ‘conomon’ (to all the three animals). 

SUTRA (11). 

[ Objection ] — “ But the time mehtiohed miay P EU TAm to the ‘Svaett * 
rrsBLP, AS TO TTne Prastaea.” 

Bhdfya. 

This argument that had been brought forward before has got to be 
refuted — [This refutation follows in the next — 
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THAT IS KOT SO ; BECAUSE THIS ITSELF IS THE OEIGINATIVE INJVKCTION 
IN THE CASE OF THE PeASTAEA, IT IS SO BECAUSE OF THE 
DIEECT DECLABATION, * 


The ojBEering of the Svaru that i§ spoken of is not that of %hci Sva/ru 
coming in. at the time of the Anvhandh/ga. — ^Why ? — Because the sentence 
quoted is itself the originative injunction of the offering — ‘ At the completion of 
the Soma-satcrifice one offers away the grass-bedding and also the Svaru, for 
securing harmlessness for the sacrifice ’ ; from this it appears, on the basis of 
the order of seqxience, that the ‘ offermg ’ is to be of that Svcnru winch came in at 
the time of the Agnl-somvya animal. — Now if this Svaru were common, then, it 
.would be right for it to be mentioned as to be treated in a particidar manner 
by being offered into the Fhe, at the end, after all that had to be done with it 
had been finished in connection with all the three animals. If, on the other 
hand, it were, different with each of the animals, then the said disposal 
should have appeared at the end of the AgriX.~§cmtya-ojfering (the very first of 
the three).-—" Why cannot we take the text to mean that ‘ the Disposal, 
which became due at the end of the Agrhi~§orniya-offermg, should come at the 
end of the Soma-sacrifice’ ? ” — That cannot be ; as in that case, two distinct 
peculiarities of the offering would be laid down by the text — (1) offermg 
into the Fire, and (2) that at the md of the Soma-sacrifice ; — this would in- 
volve a syntactical split ; — Whence such cannot be the meaning of tlxe text. — ^As 
for the argument that " it would be as in the case of the Prastara ”, — our 
ans-wer is that in the case of the Prastara, it is so, because of the Direct Declaration ; 
the offering of the Prastara has been definitely laid down in connection with the 
Darsha-Purmxmasa sacrifices — ‘ One offers the Prastara with the Ashlrmantras ' ; 
and thence, -under the General Law, it becomes admissible in the case of 
each Animal ; consequently it is only right that it should be foimd to be spoken 
of as appearing at the time of the AnuJbandJvyd animal. — Such however is 
not the case with the offering of the Svaru. Hence there can be no analogy 
between the two bases. 





Adhikabaija (6) : At the ^ DvMcbshd7m\ the ^ Throwing 
away of the Blach Horn' shoyM he done 
on the Last Day. 

Bhdsya. 



In connection with the Jyotlsfoma, among the observances of the 
Initiated saorificer, it is laid down that * He scratches the body with the Black 
Horn ’ ; — ^and in regard to the same Black Horn, it is again Idid down that 
‘After the fees have been taken away, he throws the Black Horn into the 
ChatvaJa — Both these (using of the Black Horn and its being throsm away) 
become admissible, under the General Law, at the VvddashaJia (which has 
the JyoU^toma for its archetype). 

Hegarding this we proceed to consider the question — ^May.this Throwmg 
away of the Black Horn be done either on the first or on the last day (option- 
ally) ? Or must it be done on the last day only ? 

The Purvayahsa is as follows : — 


SUTRA (13). 


[PtJnVAPAK^A] — “ As BBOARDS THE THROWING AWAY OB THE BlAOK 

Horn at the Aeargana-saqribice, it may be done optionally 

EITHER ON THE FtEST OR ON THE LaST DaY, AS THERE IS 
INCOMPATIBILITy OB DETAILS.” 


Bhdsya. 


“There should be option, — ^the Throwing Away being done either 
on the First or on the Last Day. — Why ? ” — Because thereiis incompatibility 
of details , — the Throwing Away were done on the First Day, then there 
coidd be no ‘scratching with Black Horn’ on the subsequent days, though 
this ‘ scratching ’ is one of those details which have got to be performed on 
those days before the carrying away of the fees ; — on the other hand, if the 
Throwing Away were done on the Last Day, then, on the preceding days, 
there could be no ‘ scratching by the Hand’, which is one of the details to be 
performed on those days after the carrying away of the Fees — [as the Horn 
would be there ia the hand] ^thus in both cases there is incompcdihUity 
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SUTRA (14). 

tSiDDHSNTA]— T he HOEN must be there [oh all days], as thebe ABE 

‘ MoBHING-ExTBAOTIONS ’ IH THE MIDDLE ; THE USE OP THE 

Hahd has hot been declabed ; specially because 

HAVING BEEN ENJOINED, IT HAS BEEN 
ALREADY IN USB. 

Bhdsya. . 

It is not right that there should be Option ; as a matter of fact, the Horn 
must he there on all days ; i.e. ‘ scratching with the Horn ’ should be a fixture 
throughout the Akargana-BnoTi^QQS, audits ‘Throwing away%should be done 
only on the. Last Day. — “Why ?” — Because there are ‘ Tnoming -extractions ^ 
in the middls ; i.e. in course of the Ahargarm, there are several ‘ Morning-Extrac- 
tions and by adopting the Horn at all, the accessory detail of ‘scratching 
with the Horn’ would be preserved at all of them. 

“At the other two (Midday and Afternoon) Extractions, the accessory 
detail is ‘ scratching with the Hand and this would be set aside (by the 
retaining of the Horn).” 

This does not affect the case, it islnowhere declared that ‘ the scratch- 
ing should be done with the Hand’’ ; wherever this scratching is done with 
the Hand, it is only because of the needs of the situation, the hand being the 
nearest thing available ; and what is prompted by the needs of a situation 
cannot form the subject of an Injmction. 

“ Even so, at the later two extractions, it is the Hand that should be 
recognised as to be used, by reason of its being the nearest thing available.” 

Our answer to this is as follows — Because, having been enjoined, it 
has been already in use ; i.e. the ‘ scratching ’ having been laid down as to be 
done at the end of the ‘ Morning-Extraction *, at the other two extractions 
also it is ‘ scratching with the Horn ’ that should come in, because it has been 
already in use ; and when a thing has been in use, its abandoning will be con- 
trary to sound practice. — “How is it then that it is abandoned at the Arche- 
type ? ” — ^Because at tliat time the Horn is not there.—" Why is not another 
Horn brought mfor the purposes of scratchiTig ” ? — ^The previous Horn has been 
thrown away in order to relieve the sacrificer of the trouble of holding it ; 
if, then, another Horn were to be brought in, the Holding of that could only 
be for a transcendental purpose, and such a transcendental purpose will 
thus have to be assumed. — ^In the ease in question, however, the Horn has 
to be held at the later. ‘ Morning-Extraotion and it being there, there is no 
reason why it should be abandoned. — ^Thus then, on the jSrst day, after the 
carrying awav of the fees, the scratching should have to be done with the 
Horn itself. 


Adhiicaeana (7): At the ^ Edjasuya\ speech should he 
given vent to when the ^ ojferings-maher ^ has been 
called for the last time. 

SUTRA (15). 

So ALSO, AT THE SAORmCE WHEEE SEVERAL GEAIH-SEEDS AEE USED, THE 

‘ GXVIHG TENT TO SPEECH ' SHOULD BE DONE WITH THE (LAST) 
CALLING OF THE ‘ OFFERING-MAKER 

• BMsya. 

In connection with the Rdjasuya, there is a sacrifice at which several 
kinds of grain are tised-— such as — ‘ Agnaye grhapataye dshundmastdhapdlam 
nlrvap&t, Somdya vanaspataye shyamdkam charum, Savifre prasavitre sail- 
ndnamasfdkapdlam\ — Then again, it has been explained xThder Su. 5-2-13 
that at the sacrifice with several Icinds of grain, only one mortar is to be used ; 
for tliis reason, the tlxreshing of the various kinds of grain has to be don© 
separately, one after the other. — ^In connection with the Archetypal sacrifice, 
it has been declared that — ‘ When going to fetch water, he stops speaking, 
which he gives vent to along with the offerings-maker -where th© term ‘ offer- 
ings-maker’ stands for the time (at which the offerings-maker is called), 
as explaihed under Sutras 3-2-5 and 6. — At the sacrifice in question, there 
are several points of time at which the ‘offerings-maker’ is called. 

On this point therefore there arises the same question as in the preceding 
AdMkaraTm — May the ‘ giving vent to speech ’ be done optionally either at 
the Last or the First calling of the ‘ offerings-maker ’ ? Or must it be done 
at the Last only ? 

Here also the Purvapak?a is the same as before — that is, if ‘ the giving 
vent to speech ’ were done at the fikst calling, then the condition of ‘ no speech ^ 
would be absent at those rites that are performed before the calling of the’ 
offerings-maker ; wlule if it is done at the last calling, then the condition of 
‘ speaking ’ would be absent at those rites that are performed after the calling' 
of the offerings-maker. pEIence on aocoxmt of tMs ‘ ineoinpatibility of details 
there should be Option.'] 

'The Siddhanta also is the same as before : Speaking has not been enjoin- 
ed : and when ‘ no speech’ has been enjoined, as it has been observed already 
[it should be observed till the last occasion, i.e. the last calling of the offerings- 
maker]. 

This Adhifcaratya is only by way of transferring the conclusions on one 
topic to another topic. 



Adhikaea 2 ?a (8) : At the * Agmsorm^a \ speech should he 
givm vent to on the occasion of calling the offerings- 
maker in connection with the Cake-offering. • . 

SUTRA (16). 

Thu same RTTIiE holds good BEGABDIHG that AnXMAL-SACBtFIOE WmOH 
IS ACCOMPANIED BY THE CahB. 

Bhdsya. 

At the Agnlaomlya-anirml sacrifice, there is an offering of the animal, and 
also of the Oahe ; in connection -with the former, the procedure adopted i$ 
that of the Animal-offerings, and in connection with the latter, that of the 
Cake-offerings. - . 

In regard to this also there is the same question — Is the * giving vent 
to speech ’ to be done at ‘ the calling of the oflerings-maker ’ in wnnection with 
the Animal-offerings ? Qr at that in connection with the Oake-offerings ? 

The Purvapakaa and Sifidhdnta of the- preceding Adhikararms have 
to be applied here alab. 

This Adhihararta also is only by way of transferring the conclusions 
on one topic to- another topic. 

Objection — ■“ At the Animal-offerings, there is no offermgs-maksr at all, 
—this person being needed only in connection with vegetarian offerings”. 

Answer — ^This discussion is a hypothetical one, raised on tlie assumption 
that i^ere is an ojferirigs-rmher in the case of all offerings. 


Adhikaea:^a (9) : At the ^ Agnichayana ^ {Erecting of the 
Fire-altar)^ the ‘ Agni-vimoka ’ {Disconnection of the 
Fire) should he done at the completion of 
the Main Sacrifice. 



la connection with the Agni (Fire-altar) we read — ‘Agnim yunajmi 
shavasd ghrtena — -with this mantra he pours the oblations, and thereby 
ctmnecte the Fire itself’ [where the ‘connecting’ of the Fire is laid down] 
and again ‘Imam stavam madhiimarvtam dhaydydm , — ^with this mantra 
he pours the oblation of Agnl-vimoTca (Fire-disconnection)’ [where the ‘dis- 
connecting’ of Fire is laid down]. 

In regard to this the question going to be considered is — ^Is the ‘ connect- 
ing of tlie Fire’ for tire purposes of the Main as well as the Subsidiary Sacri- 
fices, and hence the ‘disconneefcihg’, should be done at the end of aU these 
sacrifices t Or is the ‘ connecting ’ fopthe purposes of the Main Sacrifice only, 
and hence the ‘disconnecting’ should be done at the end of the Main 
Sacrifice ? 

StJTRA (17). 

[POevapaksa] — "The ‘connecting op thb-Fiee’ done at the time 
OF Soma should be taken as being foe the pueposes of 
THE Main along with the Subsidiaey Saceifices, 

BECAUSE EVERY EMBELLISHED ACTION SERVES THE 
PURPOSES OF ALL ; CONSEQUENTLY THE ‘ DISCON- 
NECTING ’ SHOULD BE DONE AT THE END 
OF ALL.” 

Bhdsya, 

“ The ’ connecting ’ is for the purposes of the Main as well as tlie 
Subsidiary Sacrifices ; hence the * disconnecting ’ should be done at the end of 
aU these. — ^Why so ? — Because the following declaration is without reference 
to any particular sacrifice — ‘Agnim yunajmi shavasd ghrteim — with this 
mantra one pours the oblation and thereby connects the Firo itself’ ; and 
there is no siuh declaration as that tins ‘ connecting ’ is done ior the purpose 
of this or that sacrifice ; whence it follows that it is for the purpose of all 
sacrifices without any distinctifin.-^Further, it is in the Fire thus ‘ connected ’ 
that all the Subsidiary and Msdn Sacrifices are offered ; for tliis reason also 
it should be taken as being iot the purpose of aU. This is what has been 
explained under Sutra 3. 7, 2. — ^Thue then, inasmuch as the ‘ connecting ’ is for 
the purpose of all sacrifices, the * disponheoting ’ should bo done at the end of 
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ail I as it is only at the end of all that the purposes of the ‘ connecting ’ are 
fulfilled, and ‘disconnecting’ represents the complete fulfilment of the 
purposes of the ‘connecting’.” 

SUTRA (18). 

fSlDDHlHTA] — Tk fact, IT SHOITLD BE DOItE AT THE EKD OF THE MaIH 

Saqeifioe, as it is foe the fxjefosb of that. 

Bhdsya. 

The ‘disconnecting’ should not be done at the end of all the sacrifices ; 
it should be done at the end of the lilain Sacrifice only ; because the ‘ connect- 
ing ’ is found to be spoken of in connection with the Main Sacrifice, in the 
text — ‘ PancJi^hirytinakti pdnkto yajno ydvdneva yajnastamdlahhate'’, from 
which we learn that the ‘connecting’ is done for the purpose of accom- 
plishing the sacrifice. From this it follows that the ‘ connecting ’ ‘is for the 
purposes of the Main Sacrifice.— If the ‘connecting’ is for the purposes 
•of the Main Sacrifice, then it is at the end of the Mam Sacrifice that the pm*- 
poses of the ‘ connecting ’ become fulfilled ; hence it is then that the ‘ Dis- 
conneoting ’ should be done. — ^As for the injunction without reference to any 
particular sacrifice, it comes to be regarded as serving the purpose of a parti- 
cular sacrifice (the Main one) by becoming joined to a particular sacrifice. 

[According to the VdrHJca, what is stated in Su. 17 is the Siddhdnta and 
view set forth in Su. 18 is the Piirvapakfa.] 

‘SUTRA (19). 

SmrtAELT IH ooHNEOTioir with the Avabhetha, theee would be 

HEGATIOH OF THE PUBFOSE OP THE MaIN SaCEIFICE, — AS THE 
PDEPOSE WILL HAVE BEEN AIEEADr ACCOMPLISHED. 

Bhdsya, 

It being as described above, it would be right that there should be 
negation, in connection with 'the Avabhjiha, of the a^omtmmt of the A.r§eya 
and the appovnimerd of the Hotr, — as is done in the text ‘ One does not appoint 
the Hotr, nor the Arseya as has been laid down quite in accordance with 
reason. Because the appointment of ^ Hobjr has been done for the sake of 
the Somaraacrifice, in accordance with the text — ‘When one appoints the 
Hotr, he appoints the Jagati *. 

In the absence of the principle of the above Siddhdnta (Su. 18), this 
appointmerd of the Hotr would be taken as being for the purpose of the Sub- 
sidiary as well as the Main Sacrifices and as such, it would have to be done 
at the Avabhrtha also. As a matter fapt) however, the appointment of the 
Hotr, which is related to the Archetype^ ;dees not come in at aU, as its purpose 
has. been already accomplished j hence ish# ^d negation would be altogether 


Toncalled for.— In. accordance with the principle of. the Siddhdnta (Su. 18 > 
however, that also is for the sake of the Main Sacrifice itself ; and in that 
case also- there is coimoction with the sacrifice, as described in the passage, 
‘ yadvHo,, etc. ’.—If it is for the purpose of the Main Sacrifice, then at the end 
of this. latter, its purpose having been accomplished, the appointment of the 
Hotr becomes admissible at the Avabhrtha ; hence it becomes necessary- to 
lay down its negation, and this is actually laid down. — Thus then, the ‘ con- 
necting’ being for the sake of the Main Sacrifice, there shotxld be ‘ discon- 
necting at the end of the same. 


SUTRA (20). 

At the Ahaegana, it should be done every day ; as it is 

EOR THAT PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

At the Ahargaivx, in connection with the Dvddashdha, there are ‘ connect- 
ing’ aund ‘disconnecting’ dvery day, as is clearly shown by the text — ‘ Sa 
vd aharaharyunakti aharahmpimundicA declaration has some sense 

only if the ‘ connecting ’ is for the purpose of the Main Sacrifice ; otherwise, 
the ‘connecting’ would be done on the first day only, and the ‘disconnecting’ 
would be done on the last day oiily ; as it is only then that all would have been 
completed. 






ADHiKABAiirA (10): The "‘Inviting of the 8uhmh7na/^d\ 
which is done at the time of the ‘ Upasads\ shcmld 
he done separately with each of the ‘ Days ’ 
of the Dvddashdha. 

Bhdsya. 

In conneetion with the Dvadashaha sacrifice, there is ‘ Inviting of the 
Suhrahmanyd ’ done at the time of the Upasads ; in regard to this we proceed 
to consider the question— Is tlus ‘Inviting’ to he done separately or ‘in 
common ’ ? 

The apparent view being that as each of the ‘ Days ’ is a distinct act by 
itself, the ‘ Inviting ’ should be done separately with each, — as against tliis, 
we have the following Purvapahsa. 


SUTRA (21). 


[PtjRVAPAKSA] — “ The ShBRAHMAHYA should be ‘ IN COJIMON 
BECAUSE IT HAS A DIFFERENT TIME OP ITS OWN, LIKE THE 

Initiation.” 


“ The Suhrahmanyd should be done ‘ w common' ; — why l^-became it has 
a different time of its, own ; as a matter of fact, it is done at a time other than 
tliat of the sacrificial performance ; and no differentiating peculiarii>y is per- 
ceived ; and when no such peculiarity is perceptible, the only right course is 
that it should be done ‘ in common ’ ;~UJce the Initiation ; just as the Initia- 
tion, having a distinct time of its own, is done ‘in common’, so should be 
the Suhrahmanyd also.” 

SUTRA (22). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^ThAT which is DONE AT THAT SAME TIME SHOULD BE 
REPEATED ; BECAUSE OF THE PECULIAR RELATIONSHIP THAT 
IT BEARS TO THE PERFORMANCE. 

Bha^a. 

In fact, tliat '‘Suhrahmanyd'* which is done at that same time, in course 
of the same Dvddashdha, shouM be repeated. — ^Why ? — Because it bears a pecti- 
liar relationship to the Performance as shown by the words ‘ Adya suiydm 
dgachchha' [‘Come to the Suiyd to-day’] (whichaare addressed to the Suhrah- 
manyd) ; — ^where it is clearly said ‘^to-day ’, apd it cannot mean either to- 
morrow or the day after. Then agahi, itW words (of calling) loave to be 
addressed in accordance with whfrt^ done, at the Archetype. Hence the 
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shabara-bha^ya : 


StjTRA (23). 

“ It IS NOT PART OP THIS PSEFOBMANCE ”, — ^IP THIS IS URGED [then, 

the answer is as given in the next Sutra}. 

BMsya. 

Says the Opponent — “If it is yonr view that, ‘ on account of the specific 
mention of to-day, these should be repetition — then, this is not right ; — 
why ? — ^because the mention of ‘ to-day ’ is nht part of the Performance ; in 
fact, no significance attaches to the term, as at the Archetype there is Only one 
‘ day ’ ,* hence the connection of ‘ to-day ’ is only a settled fact ; consequently, 
not forming part of the performance, it comes into the sacrifice in question 
{Dvadmhaha) only by virtue of the General Law ; so that the words ‘ Adya 
sidydm dgachichha’ [‘Come to the Stiiya to-day'') means nothing more than 
‘dome to the Sutyd* % and the character oi ‘Stetyd’ belongs equally to all 
the ‘Days’. Hence the ‘Inviting’ in question should be ‘common’.” 

SUTEA (24). 

It should be (separate), because op tbps indicateon op the Per- 

PORMANOE ; AS IN THE CASE OP DIPPERENOE OP ‘ PERFORMERS 



There should be sSparate performances (of the Inviting) ; even though 
what is signified by the term ‘ to-day ’ may not be intended to be emphasised, 
yet when the act is done on a certain day, it can help only that Main Sacrifice 
which is performed on that-same day, not any that may be performed on 
another day ; — as in the case of the difference of Performers ; in the case of the 
declaration — ‘The Adhoaryu keeps the eight offerings on the northern plat- 
form, and the Pratiprasthatr keeps on the southern one that which is going 
to be offered to the Mwrutsf — ^those details that are performed in connection 
with the northern platform do not render any help to ‘ what is gomg to be 
offered to the Maruts — ^because of the difference m phjuie : and just as these 
do not help, on account of the difference of place, so in the case in question, 
the ‘ Inviting ’ would not help anything that is done at another time, — on 
account of the difference of time. 

StJTEA (25). 

Ip IT IS ARGUED TEAT — “ INASMUCH. AS THE BbITY REMAINS * INVITED ’ 
[there need be no repetition] AS IN THE CASE OF THE 
EiBB ”, — THEN THE ANSWER IS THAT IT ENDS WITH 
“ EACH ACT, BEING MEANT FOR THAT. 

Bhasya. . 

The following argument mi^t be put forward— “The deity {Suhrdh- 
manyd) that has been ‘invited* on com day becomes ‘embellished’ by that 



mvimtion i—thQ deity concerned is one only ; — Whence another ‘invitation’ 
of these wonld be ehtirely useless ; — as in the case of the Fire ; when the Fire 
has become ‘embellished’ by one performance of the ‘Installation’, it is 
not embellished over again, in connection with any act.” 

This is not right ; because each act is complete in itself, so that the ‘ Inviting ’ 
serves the purposes of that Performance during which it has been done; 
and the ‘ invitatipn ’ comes to an end at the end of that Performance ; just as 
in the case of the Besprinkling of Fire and other embellishments performed 
at the time of the 8utya , — ^Hence the conclusion is that the ‘ Inviting ’ should 
be repeated* 

SUTRA (26). 

It should be l i ke the Uire — if this is urged [then the answer 
is as in. the next 8utra\. 


Says the Opponent— “It has been argued by us that — ’‘just as in the 
case of the Installation of Fire, the Installation is common to aU performances, 
so should it be in this case also ’. What is the answer to that ? ” 

This SHira is meant only to reiterate a former argument. 


SUTRA (27). 

KoT so ; BECAUSE IT FOBMS PART OF THE PebFOEMAHOE. 


Bhd§ya. 

The case of the ‘ Invitation ’ is not analogous to that of the ‘ Fire-installa- 
tion ’ ; because tlie ‘ Fire-installation ’ has its own time ; it is done at its own 
time (independently of the performance of any particular sacrifice) ; hence 
we do not perceive any peculiarity in it (whereby it could be related to any 
particular saorifioe). The ‘ inviting ’ in question, however, is done at the time 
of the performance (of the Dvadashdha) ; hence we perceive in this the 
peculiarity that it must be for the purpose of that sacrifice during the per- 
formance of which it is done. — ^Hence this is not similar to ‘ Fire-installation ’. 


■ SUTRA (28). 

Also because we find ihdioativb texts. 


Bha 4 ya. 

The following text, also indicates the same conclusion, that the ‘ Inviting 
he Suhrahmanya ’ phould be done everj? day — 'As each Day comes to an 
he enters the abode ^of-the Agn^hra-’pr^t, and directs the Svbrahmanya’- 
St to vnmte the Subrahr^nya ’ Section is meant to bring about the 

lal performance of i^U aot of ' ihyiting!*?.— this also it foDows that 
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SHABABA-BHlSYA : 


StJTRA (29). 

“ It should be like that.”,— -if this is ueged [then the answer is 
as in the next jSiifra]. 

Bkasya. 

The term ‘ that ’ refers to the case of the ‘ Yupahuti ’ (dealt with imder 
11. 2. 2S-26). The argument of the Opponent is as follo-ws— “ Just as that, 
i.e. the performance of the YupaJmti at the Yupaikddashini is ‘common’, 
so should tfds — ‘inviting’ — also be ‘common’. — ‘What is the similarity 
between t/ws (Inviting) and that {Yupahuti) ?’ — ^Whenever the Yupahuti is 
performed, it must be in close proximity to a particular Post, as it is 
impossible to get at ‘ proximity ’ to all the Posts in common ; — and though 
performed near one particular Post, the Yupahuti serves the purposes of 
all the Posts ; — in the same manner the Inviting also, though done in proximity 
to a particular (Swiya-performance, may yet serve the purposes of all the 
Sut/yds." 

StjTRA (30). ' 

It cannot be so ; because that has not been enjoined, and because 

THE PRESENT CASE IS SUBJECT TO A DIFFEBENT PEINCIPLE. 

Bhdsya. 

The case of the ‘ Inviting ’ is not similar to that of the ‘ Yupdhuti — ■ 
Why ? — (A) Because that has not been enjoined ; in the case of the Yupdimti, 
there is no injunction of the oblation being offered ‘ in close proximity * to 
the Post; in fact, the ‘proximity’ is not meant to be emphasised at ail; 
and it has been explained under Sutras 11. 2, 26 and 27, that the text in 
question laying down the Ahuti is only meant to be preclusive of the Afiavanlya 
(as the receptacle of the oblations) ; — and (B) because the present case is 
subject to a dijferervt principle ; there is a different principle applicable to the 
present case ; tliat principle being that ‘ by reason of the difference in time, 
when no differentiating peculiarity is perceived, there should i>e repetition of 
the act (of inviting) — ^Hence the analogy cited is not correct. 

SUTRA (31). 

1, “ The peocedube being the same ”, — if this is urged [then the 

answer is as in the next Sutra], 

Bhd$ya. 

Someone may urge the following— In the present case tiie procedure of 
the Dvddashdha has been found to Joe cotnmon the procedure ending with, 
the VasaMvain also is that of the DvddashdJva ; hence on tlxc ground of this 
similarity, the case should be treated a$ that.”' \jVdbhrtha . , . cha' not found- 
' in many MSS.] - - . 
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SUTBA (32). 

That cannot be ; because the whole of it is peefoemed again ; 
AS IN THE CASE OF THE MaIN SaCEIFICES. 



What has been mged cannot be right.— Why ? — Because the whole of it 
IS performed again', the entire procedure is repeated, consisting of the 
following — Ahhisava, Pammdna, Orahachamasa, Stotra, Shastra and the rest ; 
-—as in the case of the Main Sacrifices ; Le. just as the Main Sacrifices are 
performed every day, so (the inviting also). The question that arises is 
whether there should be only one performance as of the Vasatlvafi, or there 
should be several performances as of the Stotra, Shastra, etc, — -The only right 
answer to this is that there should be several performances ; as it is thus 
alone that it renders help to all the sacrifices ; while if it were done once 
only, it would help that sacrifice alone at which it would be done, the 
time of all the others being different. — ^From all this it follows that the act 
of ‘ inviting should be repeated. 


Adhikabana ( 11 ) : The * Place \ ^Implements’ and 
‘ Priests ’ employed at one performance may 
he employed at another, if desired. 

S0TRA (33). 

In BKGABD to WOBLDLY things, one may do as one likes ; AS THERE 
IS NO loss either OE the EMBELLISHMENTS OR OF THE 


FTTBPOSE. 



Worldly things are the subject-matter of consideration here : — ^For 
example : (a) Place, as laid down in the text ‘ One shotxld perform the 
Daraha-Pwi^amam sacrifices on level ground', — (6) Performers, as laid down 
in the text, ‘ There are four priests at the performance of the Darsha- 
Purrmndaa sacrifices,’-— and (c) Implements, such as the Sruk and the rest. 

In regard to these, we proceed to consider the question — ^Are these to be 
secured separately for each performance ? or may sacrifices be performed 
with those same that have been employed at a previous performance, or with 
those newly bought in (it being a matter of option) ? 

The Purvapahga is that — For each performance, -»~fresh place, fresh 
performers and fresh implements should be secured ; — why. ? — ^because 
cultured people do not perform any act with anything that has been used 
already and is hence unfit for use.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta ; — In regard to worldly 
thmgs, one may do as one likes ; — ^i.e. one may employ the same things that have 
been employed before, or one may secure fresh ones; there should be no 
restriction. — ” Why ? ’’—Became there is no loss either of the embellishments 
or of the purpose ; i.e. at the previous performance, no embellishments had 
been brought, about in the Performer and other things which would be lost 
if fresh ones were employed ; — ^nor is there a loss of th_ purpose ; as the 
performance can he equally well accomplished by means of the fresh ones 
also. — For this reason, there should he no restriction. 

It has been argued that “cultured people do not perform sacrifices 
with things that are unfit for use As a matter of fact however, cultured 
people do employ the tilings (Place, Implement, and Performer) that have 
been previously employed ; hence what has been urged does not affect the 
case. 

“ But there is the rule that the Priest and the Teacher should not be 
separated [and this jirecludes the employment of new Priests].” 

But this is a rule applying to men (in ordinary life), not to the sacrifice ; 
as it does not occur either in connection with, or in the context of, any 
particular sacrifice. 



Abhikabaista (12) : The Implements should he retained till 
the end of one^s Life. 

Bha^a. 

In regard to Places and Performersy it has been settled that one may 
employ the same or secnre new ones. We are next going to consider the case 
of the Implements. 

SUTRA (34). 

[SiDDHiNTA] — ^T hE SaoEIBIOIAL IMPLEMENTS SHOULD BE RETAINED, 
BECAUSE THEIR ‘ DISPOSAL ’ HAS BEEN PRESORTBED ; — ^AS IN 
THE CASE OF THE ‘ RjISA 

Bhdsya. 

As for the Sacrificial Implements, they should he retained, till the very 
end. — “ Why ? ” — Because their disposal has hem prescribed ; the disposal 
of the implements has been .prescribed in connection with the Paridhdnlya- 
Bite — ‘ They bum the Agnihotrin along with the Fires and the Sacrificial 
Implements ’ ; for this purpose the Implements have to be retained [as 
this would be possible only if the Implements were retained till the end] ; — as 
in the case of the in connection with the Ahargana sacrifices, the 

Bma, of every one of the ‘ Days’ is retained for the purposes of ‘disposal’ 
at the Ambhrtha laid down in the text ‘ They throw the Bji§a into water 

SUTRA (35). 

[PurvapaJcsa-argumevi against Siddhdntd] — “ It is really an em- 
bellishment OF THE SaCKEETOBR ; WHAT HAS BEEN DECLARED 
IS ONLY THE PURPOSE OF THOSE ; HENCE ONE MAY DO 
AS ONE PLEASES, BECAUSE THEY ARE FOR A 
DEFINITE purpose ”. 

BM§ya. 

“ What has been spoken of is hot a ‘ Disposal ’ of the Implements, it is 
an embellishment of the Sacrificer, which has been declared as the purpose 
of those Implements. — ‘ How do you know that ? ’ — ^Because the Implements 
have been spoken of by means of a word with the Instrumental Ending and 
the Sacrifice is spoken of by means' oi » word with the Accusative Ending 
[in the text '^Ahitdgrmn agnibhH/^ yafvapmcmhcha ’). Hence in this 

case one may do as dne plea^ ; i.e. wtht inay be thrown into the oremation- 
. fire of the Sacrificer may be those Im that have been used 

him, or they may be others a definite pwpose; i.e. 
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the Implements serve a tiseful purpose; and that purpose can be served 
by any Implements one may choose.” 

- SUTRA (36). 

\A.7i8w&r hy SiMMntin} — ^IN fact, tosebi! should be betention of 
ONLY THE PBINCIPAL ImpLEMBKTS ; BECAUSE THEBE IS NO 
FIXED TIME FOE DeaTH. 



As a matter of fact, all the Principal Implements — ^i.e. the .original Imple- 
ments, secured for the first time, — shoxild be retained, and it is not that there 
is no restriction. — “ Why so ? ” — Becattse there is no fixed time for Death ; 

‘ Death ’ is an event of which the exact time is not known ; so that it might 
so happen that the Implements might have been thrown away and just at 
that time Death might come about ; and in that case the embellishment of 
the Sacrifi^cer’s dead body (by being burnt along with the Implements) would 
not be accomplished. — :“Even so, they may be retained only till another 
sacrificial performance has been undertaken (and fresh implements secured), 
and by means of these implements of the latter sacrifice, the said act (of 
burning the body along with the implements) might be accomplished”.' — 
But while the former implements are there, the bringing in of other new 
ones would be wholly useless. Hence the right comse is to retain the 
principal implements. 

SUTRA (37). 

[Direction ] — “ One who dies on the day of the saceifioe, should 

ALONE BE ENTITLED (TO HIS BODY BEING BUENT ALONG WITH 
THE IMPLEMENTS), — ^AS IN THE CASE OF THE 

‘Upaye^a’.!’ 

EhoL^ya, 

Or, the right course would be, not that the Principal Implements 
should be retained, but that if a Sacrificer should happen to die on the day of 
the sacrifice, he alone should be entitled to the enibellishment in questioti ; 
as he will have the Implements ready close by himself ; — as in the case of it be 
‘ TJpaw^a ’ ; just as it is only one who is offering the Curd-Butter-Mixture 
that is entitled to the holding of the Upave^a, as for him alone is the Upavesa 
close by.” 

SUTRA (38). 

[Awwer]— N ot so ; because it has been indicated by the sobiptubes. 

Bha^ya. 

What has been suggested cannot bo right.— " Why ? '^—Because it has 
been indicated hi the that the tJp^ve§a should be held only by one 
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wh3 is offering the Curd-Butter-Mixture, not by an;^one else ; it is only 
for the pnrpose of preparing the Ourd-Butter-Mixture that tife ‘ Tree -Branch ’ 
is brought in, and it is out of this Tree-Branch that the Upavesa is raade, 
and this Branch would not be available for one who is not offering the Curd- 
Butter-Mixture. — ^Further, the injunction of the embellishment in question 
does not pertain to any fixed time, — either the day of the sacrifice or any 
other day ; because it has been laid down without reference to any other 
act,— -the injunction simply being that ‘ they bum the Agnihotnn along with 
the Fires and the sacrificial Implements — ^Nor again is the presence of the 
Sacrificial Implements impossible on any other day, — ^in the way in wliich 
the Upave§a is impossible for any other performer ; as the presence of 
the Implements can be secured at any time by means of Retention. — Hence 
the case of the Upave^ is not analogous to the present case. 


StiTRA (39). 



[Objection — continued] — “ Theeb should be peoduotioh, because oe 

THE PEOMPTEE, — ^AS IN THE CASE OE THE ' AsHIBA 


Bhd^a. 


** Or, there need be no retention'; at the time of the embellishment 
(Oremation) new Implements should be produced, (secured), — because of the 
prompter ; i.e. the prompting cause of such production is there in the shape 
of the embellishment ; — as in the case of the ‘ Ashwa ’ ; at the J^tapeya 
sacrifice, there is the declaration that ‘ Both of them hve on Clarified Butter 
and by virtue of this, in a case where there is no cow for being milked for the 
purpose of this observance, another cow is to be brought in for purposes of 
the J[sMm accordmg to the text ’’Arvydm yajamdnasya vratadughamd- 
§hire duhanti ’ [‘ For the purposes of ih.e sacrificer’s observance, they milk 
another cow ’ ] ; the same should be done in the case in question also.” 


SUTRA (40). 

[Ohjedim — continued] — “ ‘ But in That case the name would 
inapplicable ’ — ^iF THIS IS UEUED— [then the objector’s 
answer is as in the next 


“In case you urge that — ^under ihe oiromnstances explained under the 
eceding Sutra, the name ‘ sacrificial implement ’ would not be applicable, 
icauso it is only the implements that have become connected with a sacrifice 
at become ‘ sacrificial while the new ones got in (at the time of the 
crificer’s death) would not have be^ coimeoted with a sacrifice ”, — 



SUTBA (41). 

{Ohjection — comhided] — “ So also at the ‘ Ashiea 
BM§ya. 

“ In connection with the Ashira also, the other cow that is brought in 
cannot be the ‘ vrataduh ’ (cow milked for purposes of the observance) for 
the sacrifices ; so that the name ^ vratadimh’ becomes inapplicable, and yet, 
just as in that case another cow is actually brought in, so, in the case in 
question also, other implements should be brought in. Or, you have to 
explain why what is done in one case cannot be done in the other.” 

That explanation (says the /SirMfedniw) is as follows ; — 


SUTRA (42). 


I8iddhantin^s answer to the objection] — that other case, the absehoe 

IS DUE TO THE SOErPTUBES ; AT THE AeOHETYPE THERE IS THE 
DESIRE TO BRING ABOUT ONE SUBSTANCE ; IN THE PRESENT 
CASE HOWEVER, THERE IS INJUNCTION OF A THING 
WITH A VIEW TO A TRANSCENDENTAL RESULT. 


In that other case, the absence is due to the scriptures; i.e. in that case 
the inapplicability of the name, due to the absence of the cow milk^ for 
observance, has been brought about by the sciiptural text ‘Both live on 
Glarified Butter ’ ; when there is ihe desire to bring about one substance, the 
injunction that ‘ For the sacrificer they milk another cow for his observance 
at the Ashira ’ becomes applicable to the ^tapeya, under the General Law ; 
and it would be turned away from that by reason of impossibility, while the 
Ashira cow wo\ild be brought in ; it is for this reason that the inapplicability 
of the name is tolerated. — ^in the case in question, on the other hand, what 
has been laid dovra is with a view to a transcendental result, and it is not 
what is brought in from anywhere else ; the burning too pf the Body along 
with the sacrificial implements has been laid down directly, without any 
sort of reservation. The presence too of those implements is easy to be 
secured by just retaining those that have been in use. In this case therefore, 
the admissibility of the incongruity of the name being inapplicable would be 
without justification or reason whatsoever. 

From all this it follows that the Implements should be retained. 



Adhikarana (13) : The Metention of the I iwplemenla should 
commence from the Fire-installation. 

Bhdsya. 

The preceding Adhihararia has been, left in its incomplete form [only in the 
sense that certain Purmpahsa arguments have not been answered j— this 
is done later on, tinder Su. 45]. For the time being we proceed to consider 
another matter.— It has been declared that the Sacrificial Implements 
should be retained; the question we are going to consider is — Should the 
Implements be retained from the Paurnamdsa sacrifice onwards ? or from 
the Fire -installation onwards ? 

SUTRA (43). 

[P0RVAPAKSA] — “ The ReTEHTIOST SHODXD COMMBNOl EBOM THE 

PUBNAMiSA OKWAEDS; BBOATJSE THE . IMPLEMENTS ABE POE 
THE PIJEPOSES OP THE AeCHETYPE 

Bhdsya. 

“ The Implements .should be retained, commencing from the PaurTyi- 
’tndaa onwards. — ‘ Why ? '—Becatise they are for the purposes of the Archetype ; 
these Implements have been mentioned without reference to any sacrifice ; 
hence they are taken as subservient to the purposes of the Darsha-Pwnpi’ 
masa ; therein are they brought into existence ; and their retention should 
commence from the time that they are brought into existence. Hence it 
follows that their retention should commence from the PauniamasaP 

SUTRA (44). 

[SiddhAnta] — reality, it should oommbnoe with the Pike- 

INSTALLATION ; AS THERE IS NO INCONGRUITY IN IT ; SPECIALLY AS 

Death cannot be the occasion. 



The Retention is to commence, not from the Paurnaindsa, but from the 
Fire-installation ; — why ? — became there is no imongmity in it ; even though 
the Implements have been laid down as to be used at the Paurruhmasa 
sacrifice, yet under the General Law, they become admissible at the Pava- 
mana-offerings ; so that, if they are retained from this latter onwards, there 
is no incongruity in this; — aperntt^ c^.Dea^t cannot be the occasion", i.e. 
if the Sacrificer W(Ae to die befbre the'Kjll Moon Day (when the Paurnamaaa 
sacrifice is performed), then the embellishment of his body would not be done ; 
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—on the other hand, if the Implements have been retained since the Fire- 
installation, there is no incongruity in it. From this it follows that the 
Retention shonid commence with the Fire-installation. 

SUTRA (45). 

Ih BEAIJTY, it is AK act op ‘ BiSPOSAL AS nsf THE CASE. 

OF OTHEE THIHGS. 

Bha§ya. 

Tliis , is an answer to objections against the Adhiharaiut wiiich was left, 
incomplete (after Su. 42). 

it has been argued above (under Su. 35) that the Implements (by being 
burnt) serve a useful purpose — in the shape of bringing about the embellish- 
ment of the Sacrifices — ^This however is not right. — As the act in question 
is one of the ‘Disposal’, into the sacrificer’s body, of the Fires and of the 
Implements. — ^How so ? — As in the case of other things, smeared with Soma* 
juice, the * going to Avabhrtha ’ is an act of ‘ Disposal the grounds for its 
being so regarded are the same, — viz. those things also have been used at 
various sacrifices and are as such fit for disposal ; the case with the Fires and 
the Implements also is the same ; hence there is ‘ disposal ’ of these latter 
also.— “ But in both cases we find the Instrumental ending (which makes 
such interpretation impossible).” — ^Not so; the ‘disposal’ of the Fires and 
the Implements does hot consist in their being thrown upon the Sacrificer’s 
body, — ^nor is the burning itself of the Agwihotrn liimself (who is immortal) ; 
while the Instrumental ending is used in connection with the act of burning ^ 
which shows that ) the Fires and the Implements occupy only a subordinate 
position ; — ^the burning being accomplished by means of these. — ^If only 
throwing in were meant, then the Accusative ending would have been used ; 
as we find in such expressions as ‘ Dah^ine pdnau jufmmasddayati'. 


ADHiKABAijrA (14): The ' Praj&patya'-ojfe/rmg should he 
made after all other Soma-offermgs. 

SUTRA (46). 

The oiTEEiNGS made accokding to the Injunction — ‘They offer 

THE PrAJIPATYA OBLATIONS AFTER THE SOMA-OFFBRINGS ’ — 
SHOULD COME AFTER ALL THE SoMA-OFFERINGS, AS THERE 
IS NO SPECIFICATION, AND BECAUSE IT IS NOT NECESSARY 
TO LAY DOWN THE TIME OF THE ARCHETYPE. 



In connection with the Vdjapeya sacrifice, certain animals are ‘ dedicated 
to PragSpati * ; — ^in reference to those animals, we read — ‘ Upari^tat somdndm 
prdjapatyaishcharanti ' [‘They offer the oblations to Prajapati after the 
Sorm-offerings ’]. 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question— Should the 
offerings be made at the time of the Arhhava ? — or after the Soma-offerings 
made with Shastra -hymns ? — or in place of the modificatory sacrifices ? — 
or all the Soma-offerings ^ 

The Purvapak^a (A) is as follows : — “ They shotdd be made at the time 
of the Arhhava. — ^Why ? — Because at the archetypal sacrifice, the offering 
has been made at the time of the Arhhava ; and as at the Archetype, so in 
the case in question also, they should be made at the same time. If this is 
so done, then there is no disturbance in the subsidiaries. — ^If, on the other 
hand, the offerings were made after all the Soma'Offerings,ithen there would 
be disturbance in the performance of the details laid down in the following 
two texts — (a) ‘ They perform the Anuydjas after the offering to Agni- 
Maruts ’, (6) ‘ Having thrown in the Paridhis^ they throw in the Ha/riyojana 
Cup ’ ; as in the said case the Anuydfas could not be performed ‘ after the 
offering to Agni-Maruts ’ ; and the Par'idhis would be offered after the offering 
of the Hdriyojana oblation. — And all this would mean a reversal in the order 
of the subsidiaries, without any authoritative declaration to that effect. — If 
however, the • offerings were made at the tune of the Arhhava, then there 
would be no such incongruity.” . 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnia /—When it is 
declared that' ‘ They offer the Prdjc^atya oblations after the Soma-offermgs,' 
the offering should be made after aU the , Soma-offerings.— Why Because 
there is no specification ; when the term ‘ Somdndm'' (‘ of the Soma-off'erings ') 
is used, and there is no specific mehtjtoniof my particular Soma-offerings, 
it must mean aZZ Soma-off6ring©.~As regards the argument that “the 
time of the Arhhava should coma in the, Archetype (by virtue of the 
General Law)”, — it is rwt the time' of the Archetype, 

if it is already indicated by there were an injunction of 
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such •time, it would be doing what has been already done, and as such 
purposeless. — ^From all this it follows that the said offering should be made 
after all the Sonia-offerings. 

. SUTBA (47). 

If it be urged that “ this would entail a reversal of subsidiaries, 
WITHOUT any declaration TO THAT EFFECT”, 

[the answer is as below], 

Bhdsya. 

It lias been argued tliat— “ under the above explanation, there would be 
a reversal of subsidiaries, without any declaration to that effect — ^What is 
the answer to that ? 

This Sutra is meant only as a reassertion of the objection. 


SUTRA (48). 


There is only ‘postponement’, on account of connection; in 
THE other case, THEBE IS MERE TIME. 



Bhdsya. 


The objection urged, — ^that “ there is reversal of subsidiaries ”, — does 
not affect the case. — “ Why ? ” — Because when the offering of the Animal 
has been ‘ postponed ’ (put off), it is only right that there should be ‘ post- 
ponement ’ of the Anuydjas and of the Throwing in of the Pan'idkis ; — on 
account of connection ; that is, all these latter are duly connected with the 
anixnal-offering. Nor is there any order of sequence meant "to be emphasised 
as between the Amiyafas and the offering to Agni-Ma/ruts, or between the 
Baniyofana and the Tkioumtg w of the FaridMs ; the Tlvrowmg in of the 
Pcmdhis is not a subsidiary of the Hm'vyofana, — or the Hm'i/yojana of the 
Th/)'owvng in of the ParidMs ; — nor are these two subsidiary to any other 
Main Sacrifice. — Similarly if the off'ering to Agni-Mamta and the Anuyajas 
were subsidiaries of one another, — or both of them of a third Main Sacrifice, — 
then, by reason of the order of sequence rendering some help to the per- 
formance, the said order might be meant to be empliasised. As a matter 
of fact, however, the Anuydjas are subsidiary to the Animal -sacrifice, — 
the offering to Agni-Mcuniis is subsidiary to the Soma-sacrifice, — the Throwing 
in of the Paridhis is subsidiary to the Animal -sacrifice, — and the Hdriyojana 
is subsidiary to the Soma-sacrifioe ; hence any order of sequence among 
these can serve no usefid purpose j hence it cannot be meant to be 
emphasised. 

In the other case, thereAs mere inme ; in the texts — ‘ they offer the Anuydjas 
after the offering to Agni-Mumts', ‘offers the Hdriyojana oblations after 
having thrown in the Paridhis ‘ offering to Agni-Maruts ’ and the 

‘ throwing in of the Paridk/w ’ have been mentioned as indicative of tvme ; 
even though the indicatidni isji^fc aoWHy -present, the time meant to be 
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indicated does not fail to be indicated ; e.g. when it is said that ‘ one should 
oome a# fte Agmlrntm-ikm^ ^ the exact time is understood all the same, even 
though the AgmJiotra may not be there. — “ But this involves recourse to 
InAwedi dediadkm — -Not so ; because it is the Time that is directij' 
denoted in tMs case; the a£Bx ‘ Ktva' (and its variant ‘ lyap ’ present in 
^pr(Arti/a*) has been laid down as denoting the time that has gone before ; 
-—and the term ‘ urdhmm ’ (‘ after’) might denote either Time or Place ; 
but tlm sense of Place being incompatible here, it is taken as expressing 
Time. 

SUTBA (49). 

(PtJBYAEAK^A (B)] — ** OlST ACKJOUITT OF* THB POSSIBIUTY OF THll TIMB 

OF 'Fine Aeohbtyfb, rr shotod be taken' as ooMiNa after 

THOSE SOMA-piFBEINGS THAT ABB MADE tPITH ShASTBA- 
HYMNS ”;~IF TEHS IS TiEG-ED — [then the answer 
is as below]. 

BM^a. 

Says the Opponent — your view is that the offerings in 'question 
should be made aftco? aU ihe Soma-offerings, — that csinnot be right ; the 
right view is that it should come after those Soma-offerings that are accom- 
panied by Shastra-Tiyrtms. — Why ? — Became of the proximity of the time of 
the Ardtetype; by so doing the offering in question would be performed in 
clo^ proximity to the Archetypal-offerings; nor would there be any 
unwarranted reversal of the subsidiaries. — “ "What is the time meant ? * — 
It is that which comes after the VaishvaASva offering at the Third Extraction.'* 

StlTRA (50). 

IPurva^pale^ (B) reftOed ] — Not so; as this would be against the 
Dieeot Dbcslabation. 

Bha§ya, 

If it were as suggested above, then it would militate against the Direct 
Dedaration that ‘ after lEe Soma-offerings etc., etc. ’, which does not specify 
any particular Soma-offerings ; as the offering in question will have been 
offered before (not after) some of the Soma-off&ringa — ^Nor again is it possible 
for mere ‘ proxunity ’ to indicate the time of the Archetype. 

SOTEA (51;. 

[PObvapak^a (C)] — “ It should comb in flaoe of the modifioatoby 
SAGB moES ” — IF THIS IS UEGED — ^[then the answer is as 
below]. 

BMgya. 

Says the Opponent — “If it is your view that it is not right for the 
offeadng to made after those Soma-sacrifices which are accompanied by 
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Shastra-hymns, — ^then, it may come in place of the Modificatory Sacrifices.- — 

* What is the place of the ModificcOory Sacrifices ? ’ — ^The Tenmnnses beginning 
with the UMhya are the modifications of the d.g'ni^fOTwa-termhms ; — ^the 
place of these terminuses is after tlie offering of the Agni^toma ; — and the 
offering in question may come in at this place ; the place for all later offerings 
is after the regular offerings ; — ^the offering in question is also a later offering 
— Whence this also should come at that same place.” 

SUTRA (62). 

Not so ; because the Injutstction is rusTiNOT. 

Bhd^a, 

What has been suggested cannot be right. — “ WThy ? ” — Beca/use the 
Ingtmction is distinct ; that is, the actions are different ; the two actions — 
Animal-sacrifice and Soma-sacrifice — are entirely distinct ; — the place 
referi^ed to is the place for the Soma-offerings, not for the Animal-offerings, 


From all this it follows that the time for the offering in question is 
after all the Soma-offerings. 






Adhikabai^a ( 16 ): In the case of the Samrwya Cahe'^ 
them is * Utkarsa^ {FoskpmemeM) of ihe Bmi/y. 

SOTRA (53). 

[POBVAMK^A]— “ On toe * POSTIONEMENT ’ op the StJKTAVlSA. THEBE 
SSOELD BE NO ‘POSTPONEMENT’ OE THE 'DeITIES OP THE 
SOMA-OPfflRINOS, BEOAirSE THESE ABE NOT SUBSIDIARY 
TO THE AniMAL-SAOBISIOI 5 JUST AS (IN. OTHER CASES), 

1.yHBN THERE IS ‘POSTPONEMENT*, THERE IS 
NO OONNIOTION.” 


Bhd^a, 

Whenever the AmySjaa are ‘postponed’, they lead to the ‘post- 



ponement’ of the iSUktaPilka also; — at this the deities of the Samniya 
mhes are named thus — * BhfyjannindrSya, harivatS dh&ndh, pu^at^vate 
hirambham * etc., etc. — 

The question that arises is — Is the recital of these names of deities also 
‘ postponed * with the ‘ postponement ’ of the SUhtavSka ? Or not ? 

The Purvapak^ is — “ 0» iJW '■postponement^ of the Suktavdka there 
should be VO ' posPpominent^ of the deities of the Soma, — ^i.e. of the Savaniya 
< — Why ? — Because these deities are not subsidiary to the Animal-sacrifice ; 
the Anuydfas. being subsidiary to the Animal-sacrifice, can, on being ‘post- 
poned ’. lead to the ‘ postponement * of the subsidiaries of the Animal-sacrifice 
only, not of the subsidiaries of the Soma-sacrifice — ^the Savanlya deities axe 
subsidiary to the Soma ; hence there should be no ‘ postponement ’ of these. 
-—J'uab as in other cases, when there is * postponement ’ there is no connection ; 
just as, when the Suklmdka. is recited at the Paurna/masa sacrifice, when 
tlie deities of the Darsha sacrifice are carried along with it, these deities 
liave no connection, — and vice versa ; — and why is that ? — ^because the one 
is not subsidiary to tho other ; — similarly (and for the same reason) in the 
case in question, there should be no * postponement 


SUTRA (64). . 

[SiddhAnta] — ^In reauty, there should be postponement’, be- 
cause OP THE PRESENCE OP THE SENTENCE ; — ^WHBN THE 
PROCEDURE IS THE SAME, IP THERE IS NO CONNECTION, 

' IT IS BECAUSE NO USEFUL PURPOSE IS SERVED 

^ ... vv- - : ^ - ■■ -■ - ' ■ 

In reality, the right course |s 
why ? — because of the presence of 


> should be * pc 
^ a matter of 


2212 


8HABABA-BHl?YA : 


meationing the rmanes ol the Deities of the ^oma-sacrifiee is a paart of the 
SuMavah:^‘ Bh^yjamndrSya harimte pu^anvcdS hmmMmm mras- 

vatimte parivdpcm % all this being connected (synteetioally) -with the words, 

‘ Ayam yaijamcmah ’ j-^-eimilarly again, ^iTidmya harivate dM,n0)Mh pii§an- 
mte Jcaramhham saraam&imte parivdpeipa', this being (syntaoticaly) eon- 
nooted with the words — ‘ Supastha adyct devo vanaspaiirabhamt — the names 
of these deities, when recited in the SuhktvdJca, serve a usefnl purpose j if 
they are removed ont of the context of the Suktavaha, and they stand by 
themselves alone, they would be meaningless. — ^At the Savamya-qff&ringa, 
however, the SuMavaka is not recited, wherein the names could be recited. 
The SuMavdlca is related to the AwimaJ-sacnj^; hence the deities of that 
sacrifice are related to it naturally ; hence it is only right that there should be 
a recital of the names of the deities of that sacrifice, and accordin^y these 
should be ‘postponed’ when SuTOavalea is ‘postponed’. In this way 
the Vedic text becomes duly obeyed. , . 

As for the argument that — “ When there is postponement there is no 
connection”, — when the procedure ia the same, if there is no connecHon, it is 
because no meftd purpose is served by U j the JDarsha and the Purmmdsa 
sacrifices have the same procedure, — hence the recital of the Suktavaha is 
common to both ; — it comes in in accordance with the needs of each case ; 
there is no need for reciting the names of the deities of the DorsAo-sacrifice 
at the Powrjiomasa-saorifiee, — and vice versa ; and the reason for this lies 
in the fact that it is only the deities to whom off«ings have been made 
that are referred ^ (by the recital of these nam^), and at one sacrifice its 
own deities have teen oSored to, not any others. Hence the citing of the 
case of there being no connection where there is postponement-^-has no 
bearing on the case in question. 




ABHYIYA XI. 




PlDA IV. 

Abhikarai^a (1) ; In connection mth the Rajmii/ya, at the 
‘ Agna-vais'mm ’ and other offerings, the suhsidiaries 
should he perforrtved aeverall/y. 

StJTRA (1). 


[PCevap^^a]-— '* As •mmE is one and the same lNJtmoTio]S',“--iN 
coNHBonoN wrm the RIjasOya, — ^at the sevebal saokebioes 

1VHOSB TOME AND PLACE ABE NOT SPEOIEIED, — 

THB STTBSIDIABIES SHOULD BE ‘ COMMON 
AS THEBE IS COHEBENCE.” 

BhS?ya. 



In connection with the BSjasiiya, there are oerta.in Main Sacrifloea 
whose time and place have not been specified, — e.g. ‘ Triaamyttkti dbS * 
and so forth. 

In regard to these the following question arises — ^At these Main Sacrifices,, 
are the subsidiaries to be performed ‘ in common’ T or severally ! 

The Purvapahfa is as follows : — “ In connection with the BSjasuya, at 
the several Main Sacrifices of which the place and time are not specified, the 
subsidiariMi should be performed ‘in common’. — Why — Became Aere is 
coherence among them ; i.e. they bring about the Result, jointly, not severally. 
— * How do you know that ? ’ — Became there is one and the same Injunction j 
all these Main Sacrifices have been spoken of by means of the single 
(collective) name ^rdjosuya^ used in the singular number in the word 
‘ rdjaeuySna and thereby oonneched with the Result from which it is 
clew that it is the composite wlu^le t^t brings about the result. — And 
the entire procedure is subservient ^ t^t! act which is me€«it to be per- 
formed with a view to the oht«|hnlig bf the result ; — and the ‘ Pitocedure* 
consists of the subsidiaries ; heoode subsidiaries should 

be perform*^ ‘in coommonV’’ | ? f ''r? i ; 1 .f '■ i;’ - " i » i - - ' 
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SUTRA (2). 

[SiDDHANTA] — As A MATTEE OF FACT, — ^DTASMirOH AS THERE IS A 

DISTINCT ' PERFORMANCE ’ CONNECTED WITH EACH ‘ FeE THE 
SUBSIDIARIES SHOULD BE PERFORMED SEVERALLY, AS 
IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ Is-ps ’ ; AS FOR THE ‘ COM- 
POSITE WHOLE IT IS DUE TO THE ACCOM- 
PLISHMENT OF THE Result, — ^ wmcH, 

BEING ONE ONLY, IS MENTIONED BY A 
SINGLE TERM 

Bhas^/a. 

Ifc is not right that the subsidiaries should be performed ‘ in common ’ ; 
in fact, they should be performed severally. — Why ? — Because there is a 
distinct ‘ performance ’ connected with each ‘ Fee ’ in connection with the 
sacrifices in question we find distinct ‘sacrificial Fees’ laid down — (A) 

‘ A.gnavai§n,ava Skadasluzkapdlah, aindrdvaisrmvashcharuh, vai§p^vastrikapd- 
Udp—vamano daksind' ; — (B) Sonidpatcsna ekadasJtakapdlafy, aindrdpaufipi- 
shf^ruh, pati^nashcharuh, — shyamo daksind'' [At (A), the Fee consists of the 
* dwarfish ’ bull, and at (B), it consists of the ‘ dark ’ biill] ; — when the 
Fees are distinct, the corresponding Performers also should be distinct ; 
so that the Priests, whose services have been secured by the gift of the 
‘ dwarfish bull ’ and who are the performers of the first ‘ triad of sacrifices ’ 
(A), can have no connection with the second ‘ triad ’(B); similarly those whose 
services have been secured by the gift of the ‘ dark bull ’ who are the per- 
formers at the second ‘ triad ’ (B), can have no connection with the first ‘ triad ’ 
(A). — ^Thus then, there being distinct Performers, the subsidiaries also should 
be distinct ; — as in the case of the ‘ I^tis ’ ; the subsidiaries performed at the 
time of the Paurnamdsa sacrifice render no help to the Paraha sacrifice, on 
account of the difference in time ; in the same manner, in the case in 
question, the performers or subsidiaries of one sacrifice can have no connec- 
tion with the other ; hence the subsidiaries should be performed separately 
(with each of the two Triads). 

As for the argument that — “ The Injunction being one and the same, 
the coherence of the latter is also meant ”, — the answer to that is this : — As 
for the composite whole, it is due to the accomplishment of the Result ; i.e. 
it is by reason of the accomplishment of the Result that, the whole is regarded 
as one composite whole, — because the R^uM is one only ; i.e. the two triads of 
sacrifices have been spoken of together as a composite whole only because 
they bring about a single reSTdlij — because there is common (joint) per- 
formance ; as in the case of ‘ ; just as in the case of the Darsha- 

Pur^mdaa, even though the two saoiifioes {Darsha and Purnamasa) are 
performed separately, yet they au© gpoken of as a composite whole in such 




^HTlYA XI , PADA ADHIKAEANA (1), 


SUTRA (3). 

Also TMxm is a text pointing to the same conclusion. 


BM^ya. 


There is a imt in another context which points -to the same conclusion : 

' Purvam tnsamyuktamvitaram trimmyuktam,', here the two ‘ triads’ are 
spoken of as ‘former’ and ‘latter’ ; and this order of sequence would be 
possible only if the two were performed separately. — “ Even though they 
formed part of a single performance, there would be an order of sequence in 
relation to the Main Sacrifice — Not so ; from the sentence that follows 
tliis text it is clear that the order of sequence meant is between the two Main 
Sacrifices along with their wbaidiariee, — ^that sentence being — ‘ Yat purorMm 
trlsamyuktarn viragarianmn tat, yadvMaram triaamyuktam, jtaahujananam tat ’ ; 
this connection of the Residts is with the two ‘SafTificial Triads ’ as along 
with their subsidiaries, and not by themselves alone. Hence this is a clear 
indication of the Siddharda view. 




' / - r : ... .. i 


Adhikabaija (2) : A.t the Eajasuya, the Performers (Priests) 
are.*common\ 

SUTRA (4). 

[PtfBVAPAK^A] — T hebe SHOmJ> be TSO EESimC5M01T rats is 

XJBGBD — [then the answer is as below], 

Bha^ya. 

In regard to the same sacrifice), we proceed to consider the 

following question — ^Axe the Performing Prieste to be the same till the end 
as those who began the saccifipe ?— Or is there no restriotion as to whether 
they are to be the same or difierent ? 

The Purvapah^a is as foUoijro : — There should be no 3?estriction, since 
the Performer varies with each Pee ; that is, those Priests whose services 
have been secured by the Fees prescribed for the Pavitra are for the 
purpose of working at the Pavitra and they come to an end at the end of the 
Pavitra so that at the rites that follow, one may employ any performers 
one chooses, — ^the same or others. Heiice there can be no restriction.” 

SUTRA (6). 

[SlDDHiNTA]— N ot SO ; BHOAtrSE OE BEING ENJOINED. 

B7id§ya. 

It is not right that there should be no restriction ; in fact, those rame 
who did the work in the beginning should go on tUl the end. — Why ?— * 
Became of hemg emfomed ; at the very outset, at the time of ‘ appointment 
the Performing Priests have been enjoined by the Sacrificer to the following 
effect — ‘ Please perform for me this group of Rites named Bdjasuya ’ i — 
this appointment is done before the sacrifice is commenced; and as no 
differentiating peculiarity has been perceived, this * appointment ’ must be 
held to be ‘in common ’ ; — hence those whose services have been secured 
by this ‘ appointment ’ must continue for the purpose of aU the rites (com- 
posing the iJcyeestij/a). 

Says the Opponent — “ If the Priests were appointed for the whole com- 
posite sacrifice, then it would be as just explained ; but if the ‘ appointment 
has, at first, been made for the performance of the Ptmtra, then tne Priests 
so appointed would be for that one rite only, not for alL” 

Answer — ^Which of these two alternatives is the right one ? — Xindoubtedly 
that the ‘ appointment * is for the wrhole composite sacrifice ; as it is cmly 
thus that the functions of the Priest fire foMHed without ohstraorion; 
otheofwise (if the appointment had been made for the Pavitra <HJly), the same 
Priests might not necessarily be there to, work at the subsequent rites, — and 
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others too m&y be Available, — that the performance would be 
obstructed. ^ ’ 

SUTRA (6). 

Thebe woulh be siMPueiTy also. 

BMst/a. 

If it is as explained, smupUdt/y is seeiired ; otli^wise there would be 
' appointment ’ at every rite, which wo\jld make it much too elaborate.— 
Then again, it is essential that there shoxild be no separation between the 
Priest and the Sacrifices — From all tliis it follows tliat the Priests 
are appointed for the whole composite sacrifice, and hence they should be 
held to be ‘ in common 

SUTRA (7). 

Also because the puepose is one ahd the same, 

Bhd-sya. 

The Fees given in connection vdtli the component rites also serve the 
one purpose of accomplishing the whole Composite Sacrifice ; there is no 
purpose served by the performance of the component alone. It is with a 
view to the fact that the Composite should b^ accomplished by meaim of the 
Components, that the .Priests are ‘ appointed ’ at the Component rite ; but 
they have fulfilled their purpose only when the Composite Sacrifice has been 
accomplished. For this reason those same Priests should continue to perform 
the rites till the very end of the whole sacrifice. 

Says the Opponent — If the Components are only for the accomplish* 
ment of the Composite, then there should ‘be ‘payment for servic^ ’ (Fee) 
for ail Components once only; why should it be done over and ovcsr 
• again ? ” 

The answer comes in the following Sutra : — 

SUTRA (8), 

The repeated declabation is for the purpose of particcxab 

. .DETAILS. 

Bhdsya. 

When it is possible to make the ‘ payment for services ’ in both ways, — 
with each component separately, or only once for all,— one particular method 
lias been specifically laid down — as that it should be made with each com- 
ponent rite, — ^and this is done for the sake of si>ecdlying particular things and 
numbers (of things to be given) — such as ‘The dwarfish bull is the Fee’, 

‘ at the Abhi^echamya, one gives Ten Thousand’ ; and the seme is that if 
the Fees are given in this manner, it leads to prosperity. 


Adhikarana (3) : At the ‘‘ Av^tV sacrifice, the siibsidiaries 
are to he performed separately. 

SUTEA (9). 

[BOevapak^a] — “ At the Avestc, it should be done ‘ in comaion 

BECAUSE WE BIND INDICATIVE TEXTS.” 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the same Bdjasuya, there is the Avesti sacrifice, laid 
down in the text — ‘ The Cake baked on eight pans, to be offered to Agni, 
at which Gold is the Fee ; the Cooked rice to be offered to Brhaapati, at which 
ShitiprstJia is the Fee 

In regard to this Avesti, we proceed to consider the question — Are the 
subsidiaries to be performed at it separately ? Or ‘ in common ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ Ai the A ve^ti it should he done in common ; 
i.e. the performance of the subsidiaries should be held to be ‘ in common - 
because we find indicative texts ; we find an indicative text which points to 
the fact that the performance should be ‘ in conamon % that text being-— 
‘If the Brdhmana performs the sacrifice, he shotJd place the offering to 
Brhaspati in the middle, and then after having poured the various oblations, 
he should do the Pouring : if a Vaishya does it, he sho\ild place the offenng 
to Vishvedevas in the middle ; — if a Ksattriya does it, he should place the 
offering to Indra in the middle ’ ; this placing of the offerings is possible 
only if the performance is taken as one whole, — and it can be taken as one 
whole only if there is one performance ‘ in common ’ ; — hence the performance 
must be one and ‘ in common — ‘ What you are putting forward is only an 
indicative text ; what is the direct evidence bearing upon the matteir ? ’ — The 
direct evidence is afforded along with the Injunction, in the text — ‘ Athaitd 
diahSmavl^tayah imam vd aiha tarn lokam punarupdvarohanti — Further, the 
Avesti has been spoken of in the following text as a .single performance — 
* Stayd cmnddyakdmam ydjayet ’ [‘ By this, one should sacrifice for the •m g.u 
desiring food » 

SUTRA (10). 

[SiddhInta] — Theough Direct Deolabation,. it is connected with 

THE DBSIRB EOR A OEETAIN RESULT. 



In reality, the performance shall not be ‘ in common — Why ? ^The 

reason has already been given above (Su, 2) — that a distinct Performer is 
connected with each Fee. 

As for the argument that ‘‘ wp find indicative texts ”, — our answer to 
that is as follows : — ThupWgh Dirixi Bedaration, the sacrifice in question is 
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cQimecied with the. Deskhf for a certain rmiU . — it being so mentioned in the 
txs3ct ‘ By this one should sacrifice for tdie i;pan desvrmg food \ It is ten© 
tliat the said indication is there; but there are no distiuot Fees here,; tine 
Fees in connection with the BajasSya are not admissible here. Then again, 
the tecsct quoted ' By this socrijict etc. ' speaks of the by means of 

a word in the sii^ular number, as leading to a certain result (Food), which 
also is indicative of the subsidiaries being performed together ; it is only 
thus that the said declaration would be explicable : — heuce the indicative 
quoted is to be taken as based upon the said facts. 


SUTRA (11). 


If rr IS urged that “ms based upon the fact of the Avfi§Ti itself 

SIJBSEBVING THE PURPOSES OF THE SACEIFIOB ”, — THAT 
OAHNOT BE : BECAUSE OF THE MENTION OF THE 


BhSsya. 


You m»j argue that “ the indicative text may be taken as based upon 
the fact of the Ave^ subserving the purposes of the sacrifice, so that it 
may be an auxiliary to the main sacrifice of the Context”. — This however is 
not possible. — Why ? — Becowsc of the mention of the castes — ‘ If the BrdJmrnut 
performs the sacrifice, — if the Fotaliyo,’ etc. ; — ^at the main sacrifice itself there 
is no Brahmana or Vanshya^ — as the Rafasuya can be performed by the 
Kfottriya only, as declared in the text — ‘ The K§atlriya should perform the 
Bdjasuya*. This shows that the text has no connection with the fact of 
the Avesfi subserving the purposes of the Main sacrifice. 



Adhikarana (4) : The offerings of the ‘ Pavamdna-lsti ’ 
are to he made severally, . 

SUTRA (12). 

[PObvapaksa — continue^ — “ In the case of the PavamIna offerings, 

THEBE SHOULD BE PERFORMANCE ‘ IN COMMON ’ ; 

BECAUSE THERE IS ONLY ONE Declaration 
OF Procedure,” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection, with ‘Fire -installation’, there are the Pamtmana offerings, 
laid down as follows— One shonld offer the cake baked on eight pans to 
Agni-PavaTndna, to Agni^Pdvaka, to Agni-Shuchi \ 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the (Question — ^In connection 
with these offerings are the subsidiaries to be performed ‘ in common ' ? 
Or severally ? 

The Purvapah^d is as follows: — ” In the case of the Pavamdna offerings, 
there should he performance ‘ in common ’ — “ Why ? ''—Beca'me there is only 
one Declaration of Procedure ; the Declaration of Procedure in regard to these 
offerings is — ‘ Ahno nirupydni \ They are to be offered during the day’], 
and-this indicates a common joint performance ; — and as no differentiating 
peculiarity is perceived, the performance should be ‘ in common 

'SUTRA (13).. 

[PCrvapak?a — cmdudedl — “Also because we find indicative 

TEXTS.” 

Bhd^a. 

“ There is the following text indicative of common performance — 
Samdruxvarhvmsi hhamnti ’ ; which is a reiteration, as it depicts an existing 
state of .things.” 

SUTRA (14). 

[SiddhInta] — In reality, there should be diversity of per- 
formance, ON account of Direct Declaration. 

Bhdsya. 

There shotdd be no ‘ common ’ performance in this case ; in fact, there 
should be' separate performances ; and when there is this difference, the 
performance should be different in the first of the sacrifices from that in the 
later two — ^the performance being ‘ common ’ as between these two. — 
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■“ Why so ? ‘‘'‘-—On account of Diredt’^Dcclaration; there is tliig, declaration — ’ If 
one desires to be -wealthier and happier, for him the offering to Agyn-Pojwmmui 
should be made first, and then the later t-wo offerings mith th& same ^rass 
should be offered to Agni-Pdmka and Agni-Shuchi, etc., etc. What is 
there that a Direct Declaration cannot do ? There is no burden too heavy 
for it. Hence it should be done as here declared. 

“ There is the argument based on the Declaration of Proced/iM'e bemg one >* 
— ^what is the answer, to’ that ? ” 

What has been adduced by the Opponent is not. a ‘declaration of 
procedure ’ ; it only lays down the time — ‘ They are to be offered during the 
day ’ ; hence it provides no reason in support of the Purvapak§a. 


SUTRA (15). 


In a case tVHBEB THEY AEE DONE TOGETHEE, IT WOULD CBETAINLY BE 
THE EEIT.EEATION OP A SETTLED PACT. 


It has been argued above that “ the declaration that ‘ they have the 
same grass ’ indicates that they are to be performed together ”. — Our answer 
to this is as follows : — In a case where they are done together, it would he the 
reiteration of a settled fact ; — for instance, — there is this other declaration — 
‘ If one desires Brahmio glory, for liim all the offerings should be made ’ ; 
in this case there is joint -performance ; and when there is this joint per- 
formance, the declaration, that ‘ they have the same grass ’ certainly becomes 
the reiteration of a settled fact ; — the joint performance coming in as the answer 
to the question what are to he offered. The term ‘ nirupydni ’ is found to be 
xised in the Plural Number ; and as this Plurality appertains to the offerings 
that have been enjoined as to be secured, it must be taken as meant to be 
■emphasised ; when there is only one performance, such performance cannot 
be endowed with plurality ; hence it follows that they should be performed 
together in the case referred to in the text cited (‘If ohe desires Brahmic 
glory etc. ’). [But the same cannot be true of the case in question, where 
the performance must be separate, as explained under Su. 14]. 

[This Adhikarana as presented by Mandana Mishxa is in the reverse order ; 
•according to him ‘ common ’ performance is the Siddhdnta,] 


ADHiKAiiAijA (5) : At the ^ Dvddashdka, {a) the ^ Diked \ 
(h) the ^ Upasat ^ and {c) the ^ Sutyd^ should each 
occupy Twelve Days. 

Bhdsya. 

We read — ‘ For one desiring offspring, the Dvddashdha sacrifice should 
be performed ^ ‘ 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the following — (A) Is each of 
the Twelve ‘ Days ’ of this sacrifice to consist of twelve distinct performances 
of each of the two — ^the Dik§d and the Upasad , — and with the one performance 
of the Sutyd, have twenty-five ‘daily performances’ each day^ — [having a 
total number of 300 ‘ Days ’] ?— -Or (B) All these are to be done together 
on each of the twelve days themselves — (thus there being a total of 12 ‘ Days ’ 
only] ? — 'Or (G) Should there be ‘ dlksd on four days, Jjpasads on the other 
four days, and the Sutya on the remaining four days I - — Or (D) Should 
each of the three — DiJc^d, Upasad, and Sutya ]^e multiplied in its own 
place [so that there being 12 days for each, there would be a total of 30 
* Days ’] ? , 

[At the DvddmhaJia, ‘ Twelve-Day -Sacrifice ’, each ‘ Day ’ constitutes a distinct 
act ; the procedure transferred to this Dvddashdha is that of the Jyotistonia, including 
Dlksd, Upasad, and Sutya; — in order to preclude the number of these three as per* 
formed at the Jyoti8toma, it has been declared in regard to the Dvddashdha that ‘ there 
are to be twelve Dlksds and twelve Vpasnds ’ ; — the question is : what does this 
mean 1 There are three possibilities : — (A) that the Diksd should be performed on 
twelve days, then the Upasads on the next 12 days, and then the Sutya on the 
last day, there being thus 25 days devoted to each of the twelve ‘ Days ’ of the 
Dvddashdha, which thus occupies 300 days ? — Or (6) all the three — Diked, Upasad 
and Sutya — are to be done druing all the twelve days of the Main Dvddashdha itself* 
which would thus occupy only 12 days ? — Or (c) that the performance of the three 
— Dlksd and the rest — is to be divided among the 12 days of the Main Sacrifice, — 
the Dlksd on the first four days, then the Upasads on the next four days, and 
finally the Sutya on the last four days ; — in this case also there being only 12 ‘ days ’ 
taken. — Or (D) that the Dlksd should be done on 12 days, then the Upasads on the 
next 12 days, and then the Sutya on the iiext 12 days-— thus 36 days being taken 
up by the Entire performance.] 

The starts off with the following /Swim 

StJTRA (16). 

[PfiEVAPAKf^A (A)] — “ At the DvaDASHAHA each ‘ DAY ’ SHOULD BE 
COMPLETED BY ITSELF, — ^EACH BBIHG A DISTINCT ACT ; BECAUSE 
SUCH IS THE CASE AT THE AkCHETYPE ”. 

Bhdsya. 

“ ‘ Each day ^ along ydtli the Dlksd and the Upasads, should be com- 
■ plet'ed by itself ; i.e. there should be fmlve times twenty -five (300) perform- 
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ances. so ? Because stich is fhs cdse at the Archetype because 

at the Archetype, i.e. the Jyotisfoma, each ‘Day’ is eomipleted by itself 
along with the Diksa and the Upasad; and the ‘Day’ in question, having 
the ‘ Day ’ of the Jyotistoma- for its Arohet 3 q)e, must be a distinct act, and 
hence require the details separately for itself hence, as at the Jyotistoma; 
each ‘ Day ’ should be completed by itself, along with the Dlk^a and the 
Upasad.” 

StTRA (17). 

[PCfRVAPAK§A (B)]— “ Or, on the days op the main sacrifice itself 

SHOULD EACH BE PERFORMED ALONG WITH ALL ITS DETAILS, — 

AS- AT THE Midday Extraction ; because such is 
THE Direct Declaration.” 

Bhdsya. 

“It is not as has been suggested, that there, should be twelve times 
twenty-five performances ; in fact, they should all be done on the twelve days 
of the Main sacrifice itself.' — Why so ? — ^Because swh is the Direct Declaration 
bearing on the ‘Days’. In the very name ^Dvddashdha\ the number 
‘twelve’ has been directly mentioned as relating to the ‘Days'’; — this 
nmnber would be militated against if there were twelve times twenty five 
performances. Hence it follows that on each of the twelve days, each Main 
sacrifice should be performed ; and as the subsidiaries are performed at the 
same time as the corresponding Main Sacrifice, all the Dlhad and Upasada of the 
Main Sacrifice should also be performed on the same day. — As at tfw Midday 
Extraction', there is the declaration, that ‘they make the Sdniapanlya- 
offering at the Midday Extracjbion ’, which shows that the subsidiaries also 
are performed at Midday ; similarly should it be in the present case also. — 
Hence it follows that the details should be performed on the twelve days of 
the Main Sacrifice itself.’’ 

SUTRA (18). 

{;P17rvapae;§a (0)] — “ Or, because op the connection op the Result 
and the Performer, there should be, joint performance, 

— ^AS IN THE _ CASE OP THE ‘ AgNEYA ’ AND 

. ‘ AgnI^omiya:’. 

Bhd§ya. 

. “ Or, it is not right that the twelve ‘ Days ’ should be performed on the 
twelve days of the Main Sacrifice itself ; in fact, there shouid be joint perform- 
■ ance ; i.e. the Dik^d on four days, the Vpasads on the next fom days, and 
the Sviyds on the last four days.--iWmy ? — Because of the. connection of the 
Result' and the Performer ; i.e. the MainSacrifiboB in question are jointly related 
to the Result and the Performing ihdr relation to the Result being 

due to their connection with the collective name ‘ Dvddashaha ’, which denotes 
the “Sacrifice as one composite \Vh|fe j the relation to the Performer is 
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du©— at the Sattra, — ^to the fact of the Sacrificer himself being the Performing 
Priest,— and at the Ahma, — to the fact of there being a single Fee ; to which 
facts also is due the fact of one and the same result accruing to the 
Performers and when a number of acts have the same Performers, it 
follows that they are to be performed together — As in the case of the Agniya 
and the Agnlsomlya ; the Agneya and the Agni§omlya, leading to the same 
result, and having the same performers, are performed together ; — and when 
they are performed together, as there is no groxmd perceived for discrimination, 
it follows that the performance of the Dlhsa and the Updsads must be ‘ com- 
mon’. — Then again, the declaration regarding the Dvadashaha, ‘Twelve 
Days’, has got to be obeyed. So that by adopting this view, both ends are 
accomplished — joint performance as well as the number of ‘ days Thus this 
view is the most reasonable one.” 

• ^StlTRA (19). 

[SlDDHlNTA] — As A MATTER OR FACT, THERE SHOULD BE MULTIPLICATION 
IN TH:ilR OWN PLACES ; BECAUSE THE DECLARATION IS OF THE 
TIME OF THE MaIN ALONG WITH THE SUBSIDIARY 
SACRIFICES. 

Bhd§ya. 

As a matter of fact, the view just set forth, is not right. — ^Why ? — 
Became the declaration is of the time of the Maifi along with the Subsidiary 
sacrifices ; — ^if the declaration had been, of the time of the Main Sacrifices 
only,’ — not of the Subsidiaries, — then it might have been as suggested ; as a 
matter of fact, however, what has been declared, in the text — ‘ Twelve Diksas, 
Twelve Upasads', — is the time of the Main Sacrifices along with the sub- 
sidiaries ; as what it mentions is the time for the Diksas and for the Upasads, 
separately. If then it were done on the four days, that would militate 
against this declaration. Hence it follows that there should be multi- 
plication of the details in their own places- 


StJTRA (20). 

The NUMBER ‘ Twelve ’ is in reference to them. 

' Bhdsya. ■ 

, ‘ In reference to them i.e. in reference to the Diked, the Upasads 
and the Sutyd ; — first of all, pome the Dih^ds, and there are twelve of these then 
and there ; — then come the Upasc ^ -there are twelve of these also, then and 
there ; — after these comes the .S^dhya^ which also becomes multiplied (into 
twelve), then and there i* ^ refbtence to each of these that we have 

the number ‘ Twel|re;!r 1 h ^ tv ? -i «■ - -i ^ <■ 4 ^ - 
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StJTRA (21). 

The number of ‘ Dik§as ’ and ‘Upasads’ is distinct, because 

THEY HAVE BEEN DUBEOTLY DECLARED AS DISTINCT. 

Bhdsya. 

i'^urther, having declared that ‘ For the sake of one desiring ofTspring, 
one should, perform the Dvadashdha sacrifice *, the ‘ trivia ’ and other details 
have been proceeded with ; this also shows that the number ‘ Twelve ’ is 
„in reference to those. • As a matter of fact, all the previous details ending 
with the Vasativari are ‘ common because of their time being different ; 
thoae beginning with the Avabhjiha come later, as they are subservient to the 
Relinq uishing of the Initiation ; ^ys the text — ‘ Apm dlkfum pravesha^Uva 
dMvdh -war gam lokamdyhrt, yadapeu grmti tamiSm (Uk^amalabhate, atha yadapd'- 
vabhrthamabhyavayanti tamSva dik^am pmarapm prav^hayemti' [where it 
is declared that with the Avabhrtha, they throw the Initiations into the water]. 
— The Dlksd had come into existence ‘ in common and hence its ‘ relinquish' 
merit ' also should be ‘ in common ’, as no differentiating reason is perceived. 

StiTRA (22). 

To THE SAME END THEBE IS AN INDICATIVE TEXT. 

Bhdsya. 

In tlii.s way, the following declaration also becomes justified — ‘The 
Dva/lashdha lasts for Thirty-six days — ^which appears in another context. 

StiTRA (23). 

Even when the Injunctions are distinot, there may be ‘ common 

PERFORMANCE DUB TO THE CONNECTION OF TIME BEING 
WITH THOSE COMPOSING ONE COMPOSITE WHOLE. 

Bha^a. 

As regards the argument that it would be ‘ as in the case of the AgvMya 
and the Agrvi^omiya ’, — ^it is only right that in the case of the Agniya and the 
Afjnlsomlya, even though the Injunctdom ar$ distinct, there should be ‘ common 
performance ’, — ^i.e. they should he,;’ performed together ; — why ? — ^because 
the connection of time is toith those &mposing one composite whole ; i.e. the 
time mentioned appertains to thq |t»d: subsidiary sacrifices forming one 
composite Tvhole, as is clear from the declaration tliat ‘ On the Full Moon 
Day, one should perform the Pawipisndsa Sadrifioe along with its subsidiaries ’ ; 
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sha,baba-bb;1§ya : 


—it is for this reason that the performance in this case is ‘ in ooirunon’ , 
— ^the Main as well as the Subsidiaries being performed on the Full Moon 
Day itself.— In the case in question however the reason, that ‘the time 
mentioned pertains to the Main along with the Subsidiaries’, does not apply. 
— ^Henoe the conclusion is that at iihe Dvddashdha, the Mam and Subsidiary 
sacrifices are not to be performed on the twelve days (of the Main Sacrifice 
(itself ),— as in the case of the Paumamdm. 



Adhikab-ajja (6) : . Those svJbsidiaries whose, time is not dis^- 
. tiTict from, that of the Main Sacrifices should he 
perform^ separately. 

Bhdsya. 

We noW^roceed to consider the oa^ of those Subsidiaries whose time is 
not distins^' from that of the Main sacrifices — Should these be performed 
' in common. , Or separately T 

The PHroapak^a is as follows “ They should be penormed ‘ in com- 
mon, ’ ; — ^why ? — ^because thus alone would the Declaration of Procedtire,-^ 
‘for one desiring' oifispring one should perform the DvMaahaha \ wld/oh 
expresses joint performance, — be followed. This is what has been, explained 
under 1 1. 1. 64.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta ; — 


SUTRA (24). 

It should be separate, because there is difperbnoe or that ; ih 

THE PERPORMANOE, THE ACTEOWTS SHOULD BE SEPARATE, BECAUSE 
THEY ARE SXGNUTBD BY THE NAME OP THE’ MaDT 
.s vSAOBinOB. 

Bhdsya. 

There should be separate performance ; — ^why ? — hmame th^ is differsfuis 
of that ; — ‘ that ’ stands for the Uftie spoken of in the preceding StUra ; hence *. 
the meaning of the phrase is h&tmw diere is difference of time j when there 
is difference in tiTm, the pesformame must be separate ; as happens hi the 
ms© of the Darska and the Pcmnantdsa ^--in the case in question also, there 
is, difference of today tphiiojTow ‘ day after tomorrow ’ ; — hence , 

here also the actions is^u^ he . sepc^ttie ; l.e. the’ performance,, should be 
separate.: — ‘“How do'yosu know 'that there is difference of time among the 
Subsidiaries ? ” — Because they me hy the name of ike Main Sacnffoe ; 

• as a matter of fact, the Subsidiaries, are included under the denotation of 
the name of the Main Sacrifice j so that they are known to be such as are 
performed at the same time as the Mam Sacrifice j — if the Main Sacrifice is 
to be performed toda^, its subsidiaries also should be porfomied today ; — 
if the Main is to performed tomorrowt the sifiridiaries also should be 
performed tomorrow; — if t^be Main is to be performed on &ie day after 
morrow, the subsidiaries also shcmld be performed on the day after tomorrow, 
j-Thus there should be separate performances. 


SHABARA-BHASYA : 


SUTRA (25). 

An Indicative text also points to the same conclusion. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text— ‘Tlie Days are completed with the ead of the 
Patmaamyaja' this shows that e«* of the ‘Days’ ends with the Patnl- 
separately. 

SUTRA (26). 

The declaration . oe the ‘ SutyS tomorrow’ also points to the 
SAME conclusion. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the' declaration—* SanisthUe samstUU'hani ..... presayati ’ 
(wMch speaks of the ^ Sut.ija^ as coming ‘ tomorrow ’) ;-the reduplicated 
phrase ' iiamsthite ammlhitV indicates the difference of the sevmit 
Subrahnmiyds. 

SUTRA (27). 

There is difference of animals also. 

Bhdsya. 

We find Mjference of animals also spoken of in the text— ‘ The one 
.oimal that is in excess should be offered to Indm-Aym ’ there could be no 
‘ excess ’ of the animal, if there were not aeveml animals ; as a matter of fsot, 
there are eietea animals and twelve 'thiys' ; and all this is possible ,1 the 
‘ sacrificing ’ of the animals is done separately ; if it were done m common , 
then all the ekven would be sacrificed at one and the same time.-From tins 
also it follows that tho Performaiico, shonkl be separate. 


Adhikarana (7) : At the tyme of the Upasads, the ^ Inviting 
of the Suhrahmanyd ^ should he done without miy 
modifications. 

SUTRA (28) 

[Puevapaksa] — “At the abditionae SutyIs, all should be 

MENTIONED IN THE SUBBAHMANYi ; BECAUSE OE THE 
CONNECTION AT THE AbCHETYPE ; AS IN 
THE CASE OE THE ‘ AvaHANA’. 

Ehdsya. 

There is ‘ In\T[ting of the 8'uhrahmanya ’ done at the time of the Upaaads, 
with the' words ^ GhaturaM sviydmagachdiha maghavan'* ; — this becomes 
admissible at the Dvddaahdha by virtue of the General Law. 

In regard to this we proceed to consider the question — At the Dvddashaha, 
are the various Sutyd-days to be specifically mentioned in the Mantra used 
for the Inviting ? Or- should the Mantra be used in the same form in all 
cases ? 

[At the Archetype, the first Sutyd comes on the thirteenth day, beginning from 
the very first day ; on the fourteenth day comes the second Sutyd ; so on and on, 
the last (twelfth) Sntyd comes on the twenty -fourth day ; at the first Sutyd, the 
words used for the Inviting of the Svbrahmaxtyd are ‘ Chaturahe autydmdgachchha 
maghavhn ’.—When, tmder the General Law, this Mantra comes to be used at the 
Dvddashdha, which is an ectype related to the said Archetype, should the word 
‘ Ghaturahi' be changed into ‘ Chaturdashdhe' in the ease of the second Sutyd 
coming on the 14th day — ‘ Panohadashahe ’ in the case of the third Suiyd coming on 
the 16th day, and so on, — the Mantra thus being used twelve times over with each 
Sutyd ? Or should the same form with ‘ Chaturahe ’ be retained for all Siityds, 
and hence the Mantra should be used once only ‘ in common ’ for all the Suiyds ?] 
The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ At the additional Sutyds, mention 
should be made of all the ‘ days ’ why ? — became of the connection at the 

Archetype ; at the Archetype, the Sviyd ‘ day ’ has been mentioned in the 
Mantra ; — all the other Sutyd ‘ days ’ have that Day for their Archetype ; 
and all these shoxdd be mentioned, — Objection' — ‘ There is only one Deity in 
the case, Indra, who has been duly ‘ embellished ’ by the single mention of 
the Sutyd ‘Day’, and it remains so embellished throaghout ; hence’ any 
further mention of the ‘day’ would be superfluous’. — Answer — The 
embellishment brought about by the mention of the ‘ day ’ today can belong 
only to that main sacrifice which is performed today ; hence for the sake of 
securing the embellishment on subsequent days, the mention should be 
made again and again. — As in the caffe of the Avdhana ; in the ease of the 
text — ‘ Agneyam- krmiagnmmdlabhetd, 'etc. *, even though tliroughout the 
Deity is one only, Agni, yet, as the acts (offerings) are different, the sub- 
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shabara-bhSsya : 


sidiaries are performed separately. It should be the same in the ca» in 
question also.” 

StJTRA’ (29). 

[SiDDHISTTA] — ^A s A MATTER OE EACT, AS THE MANTBA IS EXPRESSIVE OF 

Ihhba, the mention should be once ohly ;■ beoau'se 
THE TIME serves THE PURPOSE OF mUIOATINO, 

AXD ALSO BECAUSE THEBE IS NO 
DIFFERENTIATION. 



As a matter of fact, there should not be mention of all ; the Mantra 
should be used in the same unmodified form. — “ Why ? ” — ^Because 
manira is eoapressive of Indra ; it is Indra who is embellished here by the 
mention of the ‘ Day ’ ; and once embellished, he remains embellished, and 
does not need to be embellished again. — “ But here he has been embellished 
in connection with the Chaiurdha only, because the words are ‘ CkaturaM 
sidyamcLgachchha maghavan'’ — Time is not what is meant to be emphasised 
here ; all that is meant to be emphasised is ‘ come O Indra M ■ If the time 
were meant to be emphasised, then there would be syntactical split — (a) 
‘Oome O Indra!’ — (6) ‘Oome on the Chaturaha\ The root 'dgachchha'' 
(come) with the particular ending cannot denote both these syntactical 
relationships. — “Why should the emphasis be laid on the connection 
of Indra with Coming^ and not on the connection with the Time ? ” — That 
is so because the syntactical connection between ‘ maghavan {Indra) ’ and 
‘ dgathchha ’ (come) is direct ; while that between ‘ chaturdhe ’ and ‘ dga<dvcihJha ’ 
is indirect, as the word ‘ suiy&m ’ has come between these two latter words 
(in the Manira ‘ GhaturaM sutydmdgachchha 'maghavan. ’), — “ The connection 
between ‘ wiydm ’ and ‘ dgachchha ’ is also direct (no word coming between 
these) ; so that this also may be meant to be emphasised ”. — There is no 
incongruity in this, as there the character of ‘ ,Suiyd ’ is not incompatible. — 
“But. the term ‘GhaiurahS' points to a particular S%ayd'‘\ — ^Kot so. — 
“ Why ? ” — Because the time serves the purpose of indicating ; the mention 
of the Ohaturdha as the time is meant only to serve the purpose of indicating 
the Sutyd (in general), the meaning being ‘ Gome to the Suiyds, Chaiurdha 
and the rest ’. The reason for this lies in the fact that the Deity does not 
actually come, it only becomes the recipient and hence the predominant factor 
in the sacrifice. So that it is the fact of the Sutyd being a subsidiary to the 
sacrifice that is indicated by the term ‘ Ghaiurahe ’ ; and this subsidiary 
character subsists equally in all the Sutyds ; hence the term ‘ CAaturahe ' 
becomes an indicator of all, by reason of that particular Suiyd being tlie first 
(most important) among them ; as we find in such expressions as ‘ Iddntd 
Mithyd danti^thate ’, ‘ Ndnuydjdn yufaii\ 

Also because there is no dijferentiation :-^It has been argued that “ it 
should be as in the case of the Avdhana — Our answer to tins is as follows : — 
The time has been difirerentiated in that case, the two ‘ black -necked ’ ones 
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iiaving been intervened by the ‘ Saumya ’ ; so that a differentiating peculiarity 
is actualy perceived — ^which indicates that the Deity in question is to be 
invited’ ia connection with th& first ‘black-necked’ animal, not in oonneciion 
with the latter one. — ^In the case in question, however, the time of the several 
Sviyas has not been differentiated,— nor 4ffl.v0 they been intervened by any- 
thing, — Whence there is no differentiating, peordiarity perceptible in this case • 
and it has been already explained that the mention of ‘ Chaiuraha ’ does 
not serve the purpose of specifying any particular Sviya, 

From all this it follows that the Jl£«n^rn should be used in it® 
unmodified form throughout. 



Aphikahana (8) : At the Vdjapeya, the ' Shula ’ arid other 
things are common to the seventeen animals dedicated 
to Prajdjpati. 

SUTRA (30). 

At the ‘animal saobiotoes’, the ‘Ktjmbhi’, the ‘ShPla’ and the 

‘VapISHEAPANI ’ SHOULD BE HELD TO BE IN COMMON ^ 

AS THEY ABE ALL-PEEVADING. 

Bha^ya. 

At the Uajta29e«/a-8aorifie©, in connection with the animals dedicated to 
Prajapati, the KumbM, the Shukt and the Vapdahrapanl should be held ’to 
be ‘ in common ’ ; as they are all’pervading ; — one and the same KumbM is 
Tised for the cooking of the omentum of all the animals ; — one and the same 
Shula serves for the cutting of the Heart of all the animals ; — ^and one and 
the same Vapdahrapani is used in connection with the omentum of all the 
animals, — ^Henoe all these should be held to be ‘ in common 



Adhikarana (9) : Even in the case of animals dedicated to 
diverse Deities, the Kumhhl and other things are to 
he held ‘ in common 

SOTEA (31). 

[PtjRVAPAK§A] — “ WhEK THE DEITIES ARE DIEEBBEITT, THEY SHOULD 
BE DIEEEKEHT ; AS THEBE WOULD BE UHOEBTAHSTTY.*’' 

BMsya. 

“At the Ekddashina sacrifices (where eleven animals are sacrificed to 
eleven distinct deities), the Kumhhl and other things should be different ; — 
because there would he uncertainty — if the flesh, etc. of all the animals were 
placed in the same Kumhhl (Pot), then there would alwa5;;s be uncertainty 
as to which slices are of which animals ; similarly with the heart and other 
limbs, and also the omentum.” 

. StlTRA (32). 

[SiDDHAHTA] — ^A s A MATTER OF FACT, A DISTINGUISHINa MARK MAY 
BE MADE, IE NECESSARY. 

Bhd§ya\ 

As a matter of fact, the articles should not be different. — ^Why ? — 
Because the offerings are m§,de together . — As for the argument that “ there 
would be uncertainty necessary, some distinguishing mark may be 

made, which would enable the slices to be distinguished. 


AdhikakalS[A (10) : The KumhM (Pot) also should he held 
to he ^in common\ 

SUTRA (33). 

[PCB,VAPAK?A] — “ IlJASMXJOH AS IT WOULD BE IMPOSSIBLE EOE THE 
OMENTUM TO BE OEEEBED, IT SHOULD BE DIPEEBBIirT ; BECAUSE 
IT IS AN OEEEBINO TO BE MADE AT ITS OWN 

YUya.” 

BTid§ya. 

“It is not possible for the KmnhM (Pot) to be ‘ common ’ ; because it 
would he impossible for the omentum to he offered ; in connection with the 
Archetype it has been declared — ‘ With the half -verse of the Yajya one offers 
the omenttam ’ ; at the Archetype, the omentum has been o:ffered at the 
end of the half -verse of its own Ydjyd j — ^in the ease in question also it should 
be offered in the same manner. And yet it is not possible to put a distin- 
guishing mark on the omentixm (of the several animals when put into 
the same vessel). [Hence the separate offerings in question would be 
impossible].” 

SUTRA (34). 

[SiDDHiNTA ] — As A MATTEB OF PACT, IT SHOULD BE HELD TO BE ‘iN 
COMMON BECAUSE IT IS A ‘ DISPOSAL ’ ; SPECIALLY AS 
THEBE IS NO MENTION OE ^ OWN ’. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the Kumhhi shovM he held to be ‘ in common \ because 
it is a disposal ; the omentum (Fats) in question are ‘ remnants and the 
act in question is of the nature of ‘ disposal ’ ; — and a disposal cannot serve 
to prompt the securing of the substance in question [there being ‘ disposal ’ 
only-when the substance is already there, to be disposed of] ; — ^how then can 
the disposal prompt the seeming of the vessel for holding that substance ? — 
i^irther, the omenttxm (Pats) of the several animals are entirely mixed up, 
and they all become offered at the end of the half- verse of their own ydjyd. 

Objection : — “ It may be possibly for the offei'ing to be made at the end 
of the half- verse of other ydjyds also.” 

Answer — There is no mention of ‘ own ’ ; it has not been declared that 
* the offering should be made at the end of the half-verse of one’s own Ydjyd, 
and not at the end of the half -verse of other Ydjyds \ — So that if the^ offering 
is -made at the end of the half -verse of other Ydjyds, it would be neither 
harmful nor beneficial. 

From all this it follows that the Kunibhl also should be held to be ‘ in 
common ’. 
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SIDTRA (35). 

“ Tbobn ohoe oiHiY,” IF THIS IS UEasD [then the answer is as in the 
next Sutra], 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ If it is yonr view that there is no mention of 
‘ own — then, in that ^ase, there may he only one offering at the end of the 
first half-verse of the Tdjyd i in this way the ‘ association ’ shall he main- 
tained, and yet the offering will have been made oi the end of the half -verse 
of the Yafyd.*’ 

This objection is answered by the follovying Sutra. 

SUTRA (36). 

Not so, because oe the dieeerbeoe nsr time. 

Bhaaya. 

It is not that there may be only one offering at the end of the first half- 
verse of the Ydfyd ; in fact oblations should be offered at the end of each 
half-verse. — “ Why ? ’’—Because of the difference in time j the ‘ ends of 
half -verses of Tdjyds ’ are diverse ; and the locative ending in the word 
‘ Ydjydrdhdrchdvie ’ denotes occasion, — the sense of - the conimner or receptacle 
being impossible ; — and if the occasion repeats itself, that which is opn- 
■tii^ent upon that occasion must be repeated } as we find in the case of the 
injxmotion ‘ offers libations on breakage — -IVom this it foEows that an 
oblation should be offered at ‘ the end of the half -verses ’ of aU Ydjyda. 



Adhikabana (11) : When the animals belong to diverse 
species y the ^Kumhhi ’ and other 2 ^ots should 

be different. 

SUTRA (37). 

I]sr THE CASE OE DIVEESB SPECIES, THERE SHOULD BE DIEEERENOE, 
BECAUSE THERE IS DIVERSITY IH THE COOKING. 

BM§ya. 

When the animals sacrificed at the Ehadashina are of diverse species 
(some goats, some sheep and so forth), there should he dijference in the Kunibhl 
and other things; — because there is diversity in the cooking’, the cooking of 
the flesh of sheep and, that of goats is ^diverse', — ^by the time that goat’s 
flesh becomes cooked, sheep’s flesh becomes melted away (being very much 
softer than the former) ; — ^under the circumstances, if both were cooked in 
the same Kumhhl, the slices would become mingled up. Hence we conclude 
that the vessels shorfid be different. 

StJTRA (38). 

Also because vte kind an ‘inceease’. 

Bhd^a. 

We find that at the ^Sanimmam sacrifice, there is an increase in the 
number of ^ Shidas^ in connection with the Bull, Goat and Sheep, — as intlio 
text — ‘ Shulaishcha mdsarlrw, chdvabhrthamabhyavayanti ’ [where the Shula 
is mentioned by means of the word ‘ Shulaih ’ in the Plural], — For this reason 
also, these should be different. ■ 


Adhikarana (12) : At the Ashva^ratigrah^ti\ there shotdd 
he a distinct set of ‘ Four Pans ’ in connection 
with each Cake. 

STjTBA (39). 

[P#bvapaksa]~‘‘ I sr ooimEOTroN wbph oakes of- equal sttjmbeb, the 
Paists also should be 'tbeated leeb the ‘ KumbhI 

BMfya. 

In. connection mx.ii the AsKvapratigrah^ti it is laid down that as many 
horses have been accepted so many ‘ cakes baked on four pans ’ should be 
offered — ‘ Y'dvatd' ahvan pratigrh^lydp tamim7ichatv>§hapdldn vdrundn nlr~ 
vapet ’ 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the following question — 
Should all the Oakes be baked upon the same set of ‘ four pans * long enough 
(to contain all the Oakes) ? — Or should a different set of ‘ four pans ’ be 
used for each of the Oakes ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows “ The Pam should he treated like the 
KimhJd ; that is, just as in the case of the animals dedicated to.Prajapati, 
there is a common Kumbha {Adhikararyj, 10), so also in the case of the Oakes 
of the same number (as the Horses) the Pans should be common ; — and the 
reason for this lies in the fact that the required association is maintained, 
and aU the Oakes become equally embellished ‘ on four pans 


SUTRA (40), 

[SiddhIeta] — ^They should be distinct with bach main factoe, 
AS AT THE AbOHETYPB. 

Bhdsya. 

There should be a distinct set of ‘ four pans ’ for each Oake ; only thus 
would it be done as at the Archetype ; at the Archetype, Le. at the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa sacrifices, there are distinct pans with each Oake ; so in the present 
case also they should be made distinct, with a view to following the General 
Law. — ^Further, if the Pans were ‘ oonamdo; then not a single one of the 
Oakes would be ‘ embellished on four pans * j all of them would be baked 
on parts of the Pans ; and this wpi^d militate against the \ise of the term 
' Pan — ^Hence we conclude that the Pans must bo different. 


SHABABA-BHl§YA : 
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SUTRA (41). 

Ohi y thus would there be ‘ Prathaha ’ (laying) of all. 

BMsya. 

There is the declaration — 'One lays (spreads out) the Cake to the same 
size as the Pan ’ ; this would be impossible if the Pans were common. For 
this reason also they should be different. 



Adhikaba]^a (13) : In the case of the ' Thumping of the 
Com\ the Mantra shall not he repeated with each 
stroke. 

Bhasya. 

In connection, with the Darsha-Purmmdsa we read — ‘ They thump the 
VnM corns ’ ; — the Mantra to be used at this Thumping is — Avarah^o 
divdh sapatnam vadhydaam 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question^ — Slioiild the 
Mantra be repeated with each stroke (of the Thumping) ? Or only once, at. 
the beginning ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows : — “ The Mantra shotd. 1 be repeated with 
each stroke. — ^Why ? — Because one strohe is a different act from the other 
strohe ; as the effort ends with each stroke when they are distinct acts, a 
differentiating condition is duly perceived, in the form of the idea that the 
Mantra belongs to that act along with which it is used ; — and when this 
differentiating condition has been perceived, there must be difference. 
Hence it follows that the Mantra should be used with each stroke.’^ 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 

SUTEA (42). 

[SlDDHSliTTA] — ^I t has BEEN EXPLATHEP THAT IN THE CASE OF A SINGLE 
SUBSTANCE, THE EMBELLISHMENTS EOEM A SINGLE ACT. 

Bhdsya. 

In cases where there is a single substance, — ^such Yrlhi, — the 

embellishments ha,-VQ been explained to form a single act , — that is, from the 
first stroke down to the preparation of the Rice, it forms a single act; as 
explained under Sutra 6. 2, 6. — Oh^ectwn — “ It has been pointed out that each 
stroke forms a distinct act.” — Answer — In the case in question, there is repeti- 
tion of the same one act, — the Result being accomplished hy such repetition 
only, as in the case of the Soma-sacrifice. But at the iSowm-sacrifice, — as the 
purpose served by the Mantra is diverse, when the act is repeated, the Mantra 
is used more than once j — ^wherever the purpose ^served by the Mantra is 
diverse, there is repetition of it, — as for instance, of the Lokamprnd at the 
Agni-sacrifice j — ^where, however, the purpose served by the Mantra is one 
only, any repetition of that Manira would be useless ; — ^in the ease in question 
the purpose served by the Mantra is one only. — “ How do you know this 1 ” 
The Manira is of the nature of an ‘ instaruttient ’ ; — the inMrvment has been 
xmderstood to serve the purpose ot, bringing about, the thing required ; — ^in 
the case in question, the thing to ,be brought about is the whole lot of 
strokes collectively ; as it is coHeotiwly .alone, — ^not severally, — that they 
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accompliali the piu’po.se (of f]ie preparation of rice) ; — ^what is desired to be 
accomplished is the sifting of the rice out of the Vrilh-corn put into the 
mort-ar ; and it is this that is to be brought about. Thus it is the action 
of the n'hole Lob of strokes that is aided by the Mantra ; and hence a repetition 
of it would be useless ; ct>ii:'0<^w:eutly the Mantra should be used only once. 




Adhikabana (14) : At the ‘ Ndnatnja-Isti \ the Mantra 
should he repeated with each stroke. 

SUTRA (43) 

"WhiTN thebe is a DIEEEBElSrT SUBSTANCE, THEBE SHOULD BE BEPBTITION : 
AS IT HAS BEEN LAID DOWN BOB THAT PUBPOSB ; BEOATJSE IT 
HAS ALBEADY SEBVBD ITS PUBPOSE ; AND BECAUSE THE 
SAME ACT IS BEPBATED [THE MaNTBA SHOULD 
BE BEPEATED], as IT IS AN AOCESSOBY 
OE THAT. 

Bhdsya. 

In ooimeotion. with the Rajamya, there is the ‘ Ndnablja->I§ti ’ (a sacrifice 
at which several kinds of grain are offered), laid down in the text — ‘ Agnaye 
grhapataye ..... c^arum ’ [where the grains laid down are the Asku and the 
Shyamaka] ; the act of ‘ Thumping ’ along with the Mantra comes into the 
by the General Law. 

In regard to this also [the question being the same as in the preceding 
AdhiTcarana], the Purvapakga is that — in accordance with the principle of 
the preceding AdMkarai^, the Mantra should be used only once, as for all 
the grains all that is wanted is the removal of the chaff, and this is accom- 
plished by the single recital of the Mantra’' 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — When there is a 
different substance,— a different kind of grain,- — there should be repetition, of 
the Mantra;— why 1 — because it has already served its purpose; i.e. the 
thumping done to the former grain has already served its purpose ; because 
it is of the nature of a Direct Helper, and hence it embellishes that grain 
alone with which it comes into direct contact ; and if it has embellished the 
former^grain, — ^then, for the embellishment of the latter grain, it should be 
repeated ; and when the act of ‘ Thumping ’ is repeated, there should be 
repetition of the Mardra also ; because it is an accessory to that ; — ^in connec- 
tion with the other kind of grain also, the Mardra is an accessory of the 
act of Thumping ; as it has been laid down for that purpose ; i.e. it has been 
enjoined by the General Law bearing upon every one of the acts as to be 
repeated with each. Hence there should be a repetition of the Mantra with 
each kind of grain. 



Adhikaeana (15) : At the Darsha- Pier fjMmcka and other 
sacrifices^ the Mantra is to he repeated, with each act of 
yPiitting in'’ and thelihe, 

StiTRA (44). 

[I'oiitAPAKSA] — “ In the case oe the acts oe ‘ Putting in ‘ Lotting/ 
‘Speeading’ and ‘Taking up of CLARmBD Butter’, — ^ ir 
should be as in the case op a single substance; 

AS THE PURPOSE SERVED IS ON55 ONLY.” 

Bhdsya. 

(A) At the Darsha-Piln^nicisa, there is the aot of ‘ Putting in ol foxw 
handfuls’, — for which the Mantra laid down m '' D^vasya tod 
similarly at the same sacrifice there is ‘ Lopping of grass’ for U^hiph tlie 
Mantra is ' VarhirdSvasadanddmi ’ ; — -(6) similarly there is the aot of ‘spread- 
ing’, for which tire Afardm is ^ tJryianiradasantva stp^dmi’ i — (D) lastly, 
there is the act of ‘ Taking up of Clarified Butter ioy which the Mantra is 
^ Dhdrnandmdsi ’ . 

In. regard to all this, there arises the question — Is the Mantra to he used 
only once ? Or is it to he repeated with (a) each handful, (6) each lopping, 
(c) each substance {spread out), and {d) each taking up 7 

Tho Purvo'paksa is follows — In the ruse of the acts of * Pitting in\ 

‘ Lopping ‘ Spreading ’ and, ‘ Taking np of Clarified Butier it should be 
as in the case of a single substance, as the purpose served is one only i.o. in 
the case of the acts cuunuiratcd, the Mantra should be used as in the case oj 
a single substance, i.c. it should be used only once ; — ‘ Why so ? ’ — because 
t’h>- purpose served is one only; — (A) in the case of the ‘Putting in of 
Handfuls’, the only purpose served is tho preparu. 'n of the offering- 
substance; — (li) in the case of ‘lopping’, tho only purpose served is the 
obtaining of grass suihcknt to spr^jad on tli<» Platform ; — (0) in the case of 
‘ Spreading ’, tho only jnn-puse served is the covering up of the Platform 
(D) in tile case of tho ' taking up of Clarified Butter the only purpose served 
is th(^ secatring of as much Clarified Butter as w ■« Jd be used at the sacrifice - 
e.rifl tho Mantra is to bo nsed for as much of these acts as suffices to serve the 
•said pur])osf',“-as already ox|)fained above [and as the whole series of each 
of thns(> acts serves to aocomplish the particular course, the Mantra should 
be Ufiod only once in eomu'f-tiyn with the whole series of the acts in 
questjVm'j.” 
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SCTRA (45). 

[SiDBHINIIIA]— As a MATTIIB OB BAOT, IT SHOTJLI) BE AS UT CTEE CASE OF 
DIVEBSE STTB^TAlirOES ; BEOAUSB IT EMBELLISHES 
EACH ONE OF THEM. 

Bhd§ya. 

Aaa moMer of fact, it should he as'ih the case of diverse siibstances, — ^not as 
in the case of a single substance ; i.e. there should be separate repetitions of 
the Mantra. — “ Why ? ” — Because it emheJlishes each one of them ; when a 
quantity of grain has been ‘ put in * as one ‘ handful that quantity has 
become embellished by that act ; because the act of ‘ Putting in ’ is of the 
nature of a Direct Helper ; — similarly the second ‘ putting in of a handful ’ 
also embellisiies another quantity of the grain; — ^if then the Mantra were 
not used at this second ‘ Putting in these grains would be deprived of the 
embellishment due to the use of the MarUra. — Similarly in the case of the 
other acts (of Lopping and the rest).— Prom this it follows that in the case of 
every one of these acts, the Mantra should be repeated. 



Adhikarai^a ( 16) : In the ^ Washing of the Platform. \ the 
Mantra is not to he repeated ivith each washing. 

StJTKA (46). 

[PuRVAPAKSA] — In the case OE the ‘ WASHING OF THE PLATFORM,’ 
THE Mantra should be repeated ; because the act is 

DONE OVER AGAIN.” 

Bhdsya, 

The ' \\'a«hing of the Platfomi ’ has laid down in the text — ^ He 
washes it thriee ’ ; in connection with which the Mantra to be used is 
‘ VMiras) varhisef-m, etc.' 

In regard to tins, wo proceed to consider the question — Should the 
Ma7itra Ix': repeated with eacii j'ept-tition of the act ? — Or only once ? 

The Purvapal'm is as follows In connection with the icashmg of the 
FUitform, the Mantra shoiud he repeated ;~why ? — became the act is done over 
again ; in the ease in question there is this distinguishing feature' that the 
Mantra subserves the piupose of that act alone M'liere it is used ; — hence it 
follows that there .should be repetition of the M antra. " 

SUTRA (47). 

[vSIDDHANTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, IT SHOULD BE USED ONCE ONLY, 
BECAUSE THE SUBSTANCE IS ONE AND THE ACCESSORY 
HAS BEEN LAID DOtVN FOB ONE ONLY. 

Bhdsya. 

The Mantra should be used once only ; — u'iiy t —because the substance is 
one only ; the substance concerned is one, in the .shape of the Platform ; 
this is embelhshed by the single recitation of the Mantra ; there is nothing 
else to be done bj- the Maiitra (for which it should be recited again). 

Objectiem — “It is tlirough the act that the Mantra einbollishos the 
Platform ; and the act i.s different (in the three eases).’’ 

J.nswe?--r-The act is not different ; it i.s the same act repeated, repetition 
Ijeing its qualification. The affix ‘ Krtvasuch ’ is used in the sense of the 
repetition of the same act, not in the sense of different acts. Tlie aci (of 
ivashmg) has to be equipped with the Mantra and the Repetition — it has 
become, equipped with the Mantra by the .single recital of this latter ; it i.s 
onh' for securing its repetition that it is done again. 

The conclusion therefore is that the Mantra is to he used only once. 



Adhikarana (17) ; Tie ‘ KanAuyaTWL-Manira ’ should fee 
used only once. 

SUTRA (48) 

[PCbvataksa] — “I ir the case oe ‘scratching/ the act should be 

BEGAilDED AS DISTINCT WITH EACH LIMB (SCRATCHED), AS THE 
ACT IS DISTEBENT.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyqti^toma, there is ‘ scratching ’ of the itching 
paxts of the body,— for which the Mantra is ‘ Krsisu syarmi km, etc:— 
When there is itching in, several parts of the body at the same time, then 
there arises the question— should the Manfra be repeated with the 
scratching of each itching limb ?— Or should it be recited once only ? 

The Purvapakqa is as follows “ The Marara should be repeated with . 
each limb ; — ^why ? — 'because the. act is different ; the ‘ scratching ’ done to 
each limb is a distinct act ; as the activity of the man is complete with 
each, the peculiar feature that leads to the conclusion that the -Mantra should 
be repeated.” 

SUTRA (49). 


[SlDDHiNTA] — ^AS A MATTER OF FACT, IT SHOULD BE REGARDED AS ONE 
act,— THE INJUNCTION PERTAINING TO THE TIME ONLY. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, it cannot be as.suggested above s because it is not 
the > soratehing ’ that is enjoined in this case, the ■ scratching is done only 
on aoooont of the need arising for it:— “What if it is so! -If the 
“Latching- we enjoined,, it wotdd have to be regarded os ser™g an 
onseon (transcendental) purpose ;-aa the injunction is moM only when 
Xt is enjoined is not already known [and it is o^ the transeend^te 
result that would not bo known in this ease] ;-and as with each act (of 
‘ soratehing ’) the said result would vary, it would have to be assumed that 
there are ooeemi acts ; and in that case a distmgii^ fea^ T 
perceived [whiob would justify the repetition of the htotra mth ea^ Mt], 
Lien, however, as a matter of fact, the ‘ scratching- m ody mdieaW by the 
actual need for it that arises there (in the stape 

then in that ease the net that (me wishes to do would be that (™ of 

by which the fiohinp would be ''‘’;fLLd t^e 

to distinguish .one part of this entire procsss from ^ 

there, would bo nothing to justify 8^ repetition of the ^ 

one itching limb has been it has become .mbelhshed by that 

«ra(cW«P,Lnd after that anoBw itiaing limb would be «rofc*ed [and 
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t}us would be a distinct act of scratcJimgy’ — Amwcr — The activity iu this 
case is not for scratching the body, but for allaying the itching ; and tMs itching 
{n-hich is a sensation) is in the conscious soul, not in the body ; hence there is 
nt.uluug to distinguish one {itching or scratching) from the other. Con- 
sequeutly t lu' conclusion is that the ilfaniro should be recited only once. 



ADHiBLAK-AJ^fA ( 18 ) : At the Jyotistoma, in connection with 
‘ sleep ’ and the Uhe, the Mantra is not to he 
repeated. 

SUTRA (60). 

In connection with (a) sleep, (6) biveb-ceossino, (c) eain-wettinc, 

jIND {d) LOOKING AT AN TJNCIjBAN THING,— THE SAME 
OONOLHSION HOLDS GOOD. 

Bhci^ya. 

With, reference to the Jyoti^toma — (a) the Mantra, ‘ TvamagnJe vratapa 
mi, etc."' has been laid down in connection with ‘ sleeping ’ ; — (b) the Mantra, 

* Devirdpah, etcJ in connection with ‘ river-crossing ’ ; — (c) the Mantra, 

‘ Udantarirojo dhatte, etcJ in connection with ‘ rain-wetting ’ ; — (d) the 
Mantra, ‘ Addbdham cJiah^idi^ etc.' in connection with ‘ looking at an unclean 
thing 

The question that arises is — ^when one — (a) sleeps again after having 
risen from sleep,- — or (6) crosses several streams of river, one after the 
other, — or (c) is wetted by rain over and over again,- — or {d) looks at several 
unclean things at one and the saroie time, — should there be a repetition of 
the Mdndra concerned ? Or should it be recited only once ? 

The Purmpak§a view is thf it— “ inasmuch as each of the repeated 
acts is a distinct act, there should be repetition of the Manira 

The Siddhdnta is as follows ; — ^In the case 'of sleeping and the rest also, 
it should be the same as in the case of sGratdiing ; — ^i.e. the Mantra should be 
recited only once. When the man recites the Mantra in connection with sleep, 
it refers to sleeping throughout the night, not to only one instalment of 
sleep. Similarly, it is with reference to Idie crossing of aU the streams, to aU 
rain-wettings and to all imclean things. And as in each case the reference is 
made to the entire series at one and the same time, there is nothing to 
indicate with which particular action the Mardra is connected. — ^Hence 
there should be no repetition of the Mantra. 



Adhikabana (19) ; At the retirement of the Initiated sacrificer 
the Ilantra is not to he repeated, 

SUTKA (51). 

In !rHE CASE OF Retirement, till the purpose has been 

ACCOM PLISHED. 

Blnlsifa. 

When the Initiated Person is r<' tiring tu rest, in eonneetion with his 
Htturting, there is the Mantra, ‘ Bliailiaflithli itthreiiah pretil, etcJ. 

ikx regard to this, we proct'fd t<.' CMinsider tlie question — Should the 
^fluaificer repeat the MaMra each ( ime *1iat ho retires to rest ? or only onoe, 
S* ’*tl»l>eghming ? 

“^^hQ.Purvaij.'Qkaa is that — “ inastniK-h jis each retirement is perceived to be 
ft act, the Mantra should Im' j-ep( ated with each Retirement.” 

.)|a, answer to tins, we have the following Biddhanta : — In tite cane of Retin 
menti tiU the pwpopr- has been accomplished', it is' for some purpose that the 
man retires , — and till that purpose; has beeni fulfilled, it is all a single act of 
‘Retirement ’ ; hence the Mantra should bu recited only once. 


Adhikabaija ( 20 ) : There should he repetition of the 
\Uparava-mantra^. 

Stja?BA (52). 

[PtJBVAPAK^A] — “ The ‘ UpABAVA-MANTBA ’ SHOULD BE HELD TO BE 
‘ COMMON BECATJSE OF THE PLTTRAL HUMBBE, — AS IN 
COMMON PAELANCE.’’ 

Bhd§ya. 

In connection -with, the Jyotistoma, there is the following Uparava- 
Mof'iim' — ^ Bak§ohan6 valgahano vaisnavan khandmi* [laid down for the 
digging pf the 'fonr pits called ‘ uparava 

In regard to ’tins there arises the question — Should this Mantra he 
recited only once in common for all the Pits ? or should it be repeated with 
each Pit separately ? 

Th.B PiXrvapak^a is as follows : — “ The Uparava-mantra should he held to 
he in * common \ — ^i.e. it should be recited only once ; — ^why ? — because of the 
plural number ; we find the word ‘ vai§nMvdn ’ in the phiral number ; if the 
Ma/n^df were meant to be repeated with each Pit, then the word with the 
plural ending would not be applicable to the single Pit ; — c|s in common^ 
parlance, the plural nxmaber is not used with reference to any single thing. — 
Further, as a matter of fact, the Mantra, on being recited once, is capable of 
applying to aU the Pits ; and when it can do this, its repetition would be 
useless. — ^Hence it should be recited only once.” 

StiTEA (53). 

[SiddhInta] — Not so beoaitsb rr helps dibeotly. It is only 

AMONG SUCH ACTS AS ABB NOT DIEBOTLY HELPFUL THAT THEBE 
- BEING NO DISTTNOTION PEBOEPTIBLE, THE 
, ^ BEOITAL IS DONE ONOE ONLY, 

AS THE TIMB IS ONE. 



‘ , Not so ; i.e. the Manira should not be held to be ‘ in common — ^Why ? 
— Metmise it helps directly ; the act of digging (of the Pit) is directly helpful ; 
an4 it is recognized as to be relate to ll^t particular Pit which it has helped. 
—r-^iUmManira also is dire^y he),p^ ; |>eoauseihe end of the Mcmtra coincides 
wit^ the beghming of the (of '$ — hence when the Mantra has been 

used in helping the digging: of bhO Pit, tiie; embellishment brought about by 
that belongs’ to Pi$ not to all the Pits. Hence in the 
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case in question, the Mantra is to be recited, not once only [but once with 
each of the four Pits]. 

Jt is only among such acts as are not directly helpful that, there being no 
distinction ‘perceptible, the recital is done once only, — ^i.e. those JMantras thsl 
are related to acts that are not directly helpful,™ e,g. the Mantra ' Devd 
hrahnidpah, etcd used in connection with the Inviting of the Siibrahmanyd , — 
as the Upamaathya day is the one time for them, and no other distinction 
is perceptible, — they are recited once only. 

As for the argument that “ the word with the plural ending cannot 
signify any single thing ”, what is really meant to be signified by the word 
is what is denoted by the basic noun ; as for the ending, that denotes the 
objective character (of the Pit) ; and there is nothing that is denoted separately 
by the plural number itself; in fact, it does not deserve to be denoted 
separately, as there is no term that can denote it.~Or the plural number 
may apply; to a single thing, the pltural number being explained as signifying 
reverence. Thus there is no incongruity in the Siddhanta view. 

SUTRA (54). 

IJt THE CASE OP THE ‘ HaVI§KRT,’ THE ‘ AdHEIGIT,’ THE ‘ PuROHXJVlKyA,’ 

AND THE ‘ MaNOtI,’-— THERE SHOULD BE REPETITION, BECAUSE 
OP THE DIPPERENOE IN TIME. 

Bhasya. 

This Sutra sets forth the counter -instance.? to what has been said in the 
last three SHiras ;-~being an answer to the question — Why lias the SUtra (53) 
added the phrase ‘ Kdlaikatvdt ‘as the time is one ’ ? — The answer is 
provided in this Sutra which cites certain cases where the time not being one 
there is repetition. 


Or this Sutra (54) may he taken as setting forth a distinct Adhlkarana 
as tile following ; — 

ADHlKAJEtANA (21): There should he repetition of the 
Mantras connected with the ‘ Haviskrt % etc. 

SUTRA (64). 

BJid^ya. 

(o) In connection with the Jyoti§toma, there are Savaniya -cakes offered 
at each ‘ Extraction ’ ; at these there is invitation of the Havi^kpt (the 
sacrificer’a wife, who prepares the offering) [for wdiich the Mantra is 
^ Havi§kjdShi, efc.’]; — (6) in connection with the Vdjapeya, there are the 
‘‘Sacrificial animals’, and also the ‘animals dedicated to PrajdpatV, in 
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reference to wliioli there is the direction addressed to the Adhrigu-priest 
[this direction being in the form of the MantrOf—' Daivyah ahamitarafy, cfc.’] ; 

(c) there is the Puronuvakya-Mardra Agne nctya mpatha, etcJ] related to the 
‘ two black-necked goate ’ ; — and (d) there is the Manota-hymn Tvam hyagne 
prathamo mitnotd, etc.'’}. 

In regard to these, w© proceed to consider the following questioni — ^In 
these oases, is the Mantra to be recited only once ? Or is it to be repeated ? 

The Purvapak$a is that — “in order. to. preserve the joint character of 
the actions, the Mantra should be recited only once.” 

In answer to this, there is the following Siddhanta: — There should he 
repetition,;— 'why ^—hecause of the difference in Urm ; — when the ‘ Inviting 
of the Havi§krt ’ , or the ‘ Directing of die Adhrigu is done at the Morning' 
Extraction, a distinctive feature is perceived whereby it is recognized tlxat 
the Haviqhrt referred to is one who makes the- Oakes for the Morning Extrac- 
tion and the Adhrigu is one connected with the sacrificial animals. — Similarly, 
inasmuch as the two ‘ black-necked goats ’ are separated by the ‘ Saumya 
animal it is xmderstood that the Puronuvdhyd and the Manota appertain 
to the former of the two goats. — ^In all these cases the time is diSerent, and 
by reason of this difference in time, a distinction is perceived ; hence there 
should be repetition. 

StjTBA(66). 

Also because there is REVERSAii oe the Adhrigu. 

Bhd^ya. 

In regard to the Adhrigu, there is this further peculiarity, that 
tWe would be ‘ reversal ’. That is, if the mantra were used ‘ in common 
— ^then, if those details relating to the Adhrigu which come before the details 
of ‘ the animals dedicated to Prajapati % — e.g. the mantra ‘ Ashrutapratyd- 
shnM afmdxigrdh, etc. \ — ^were performed at the Morning Extraction, — then 
the section ending with the pcnya^nikararua would not be abandoned ; — ^if, 
in order io avoid this incongruity, the said details were performed at the 
Brahmaa&r%an, then there would be ‘reversal’, by performing, after the 
Adhs^lgu, dt should have been done before. — ^Fdr this reason also there 
should be repetition. 

Fmrther-— 

StiTRA (66). 

Because oe the declaration oe ■wbax is going to be 

■ DONE. 

Bhasya. 

There is the following declaration of the Adhrigu — * Arabnadhvam- 
upanayata which speaks of what is going to.be done at ihe time ;*if this ^ 
were said at the Morning Extradtign^ then as that would nst be the proper 
time for the act spoken of, the sinterioe would be unable to express that idea ; 
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— if the declaration is meant to be a direction^ — -then too, the Direction is for i 

the pttrpose of bringing about activity ; yet, in connection with the ‘ animals 1 

dedicated to Prajapati the sentence is not used for prompting activity, — 
because there is an intervention of a large lot of actions ; so that the notion 
of ‘ Directing ’ is lost sight of ; and thereby also the sentence becomes inex- 
pressive. For this reason also the Siddhdrtkt is that there should be repetitioir 
ei the Adhrigu-mantra. f 


End of Fada iv of Adhydija XL 


m 


End of Adhydya XI. 


i 




ADHYAYA XH. 

PADA I. 

Adhikabai^a (1) : The ' Praydja ’ and other fitm connected 
with the Agnlsomlya animal help the Cake, 

BMsya. 

^ Tantm' (Commoa, Oeutralization) and 'Avdpa^ (Uncommon, Deoen- 
tralization ) have been dealt with under Discoiirs^ XI. Now under Discourse 
XII is going to be explained ^ Prasanga ', ‘Extended Application’. The 
exact signification of the term ‘ Prasanga ’ has been already explained above 
(nnder Xwfra 11. 1. 1) in the words—' [That which is common is Tantra ; it 
is not prompted by the needs of other things]’; so also is Frasanga which 
lias its own injunction present’. — ^lu short, when something done in one 
place is helpful in another place also, it is a case oi^Prasanga ’ (Extended 
Application) ; f or instance, when the Lamp lighted in the house illumines 
the public road also,^ — ^It is this Prasanga that we are going to consider 
now. 

In connection with the Agn^omtya'animal-sacsrifice, there is an offering 
of Pashu-puToddsha (Meat-cake), laid down in the text — ‘ Having offered 
the omentum of the animal sacrificed to Agni-Soma, one should offer the 
Meat-cake baked on eleven pans, dedicated to Agni-Soma ’.—The question in 
regard to this is — Should the subsidiaries (Praydja, etc.) be performed in 
connection with this Meat-cake-offering separajtely ?— or is it to be taken 
as helped by those same subsidiaries as they have been performed in con- 
nection with the main Animal-sacrifice ? 

The Purvapah§a is stated in the Sutra itself : — • 

SUTRA (1). 

[POevapak^a — continued] — “ When thebe is a oongeegation oe suoh 
Main Sacbiitobs as have common agoessoey details, — thebe 

IS A COMMON PEOCEDIJBE AMONG THOSE THAT ABB STMILABLY 
ENJOINED ; AMONG THOSE NOT SO SIMILAB, THEBE 
SHOULD BE DIVEBSITY ; BECAUSE IT IS BOB THE 
PUBPOSE OE UNDEBTAKING THE PEBEQB- 
MANGB ■, AND THAT IT IS EDE 
THAT PUBPOSE IS DUE TO THE 
DIBEOT DECtLABATION 

OE Timb.” 

Bhd^a. 

“The term * tarura sx»nm ipr^tfhat set of accessory details which % 

* common ’—such as the ‘ Ajyabhdgq, ’ and the rest for the first half, anJ 
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' Sv^ffakrt * and the rest for the second lialf ; — those Main sacrifices that 
have such a common set of accessory details are called ‘ tantrin ’ ; — when 
^re is a congregation of such Main Sacrifices, — i.e. when they are such as 
are to be performed at the same time and place and by the same performers,-- 
then, among those that are similarly enjoined,-~-i.e. among those that are 
enjoined by the same sentence, — there is a common procedure ; as we find in 
the case of the I>arsha-Purna7ndsa and the Ghitrd-I^ti’-~Mmong those not so 
simitar there should he diversity ; i.e. among those that are not similarly 
enjoined, — i.e. are enjoined by distinct sentence.s, — ^there should be diversity 
of procedure ; as we find in the case in question itself, — of such injunctions 
as, ‘ One should sacrifice the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma \ ‘ One offers the 
Meat-cake baked upon eleven pans, dedicated to Agni-So'tna \ — ‘ Why 
should it be so ? ^—Because it is for the purpose of undertaking the 
performance j •• vidhi ’ is procedure, the performance of the subsidiaries ; — 
the * prahroma ’ of it is proceeding with it ; it is for the sake of zmdertaking 
the said jperformance ; i.e. it is recognized that the undertaking of the perform- 
ance is for that purpose ; i.e- it is understood that the undertaking of the 
performance is for the purpose of the Animal-offering, not for that of the 
C ike. — ^ But how is it recognized that the xmdertaking of the pei'formance is 
for the purpose of the Animal-offering ^ ’ — That it is for that purpose is due to 
the direct declaration of pime ; it is by Direct Declaration that the time is 
indicated, — ^the time for the Animal-ofiering being indicated as after the 
bringing up of the animal dedicated to Aghi-Soma ; it is in reference to that 
time that it has been enjca.ed ; the time for the Oake-offering being after 
the offering of the omentum. So that ‘ the undertaking of the performance ’ 
that is done on the occasion of the Animal-sacrifice is recognised to be for the 
purpose of the Animal-offering only. As for the Cake, it is not even known 
as yet (as to be offered) ; hence its procedure should be entirely distinct. — 
There is an indicative text also wliich points to the fact that the procedure 
in question is for the purpose of the Animal-offering — ‘ Yadckudasha pray&jdn 
yajati pashumeva tat prayajati ’ and ‘ Y adekddashdnuydjdn ynjati pashumeva 
tadanuyajati ’ ; — the presence of the particle ‘ era ’ indicates emphasis, — tlie 
sense being that it is the Animal-offering only, not the Cake -off ering.'^ 

SUTRA (2). 

[PffBVAPAKSA — concluded} — “The peocedube should be difeebent, 

ALSO BECAUSE OF THE MODIFICATION OF THE ACCESSORY AND 

THE Time.” 

Bhdaya. 

Further, the Prayajaa and Anuydjus coimeeted with the Animal-sacrifice 
are all such as undergo modifications regarding Accessories and Time ; for 
nstance, (A) at the Animal-offering, both the Praydjas and the Anuydjas 
are eleven in niauh-r, — ^while at the Cake-offering there i.s need for only fi\ e 
Pinydjae and tlireo Anuydjas i—xhei Amiydjaa at the A)iimal-oJJeriug are 
performed with the Curd^/inffcr.Mi.ciure, while the Cake -offc ring needs only 
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Clarified But;ter ; — (B) similarly there is modification regarding Time also : 
The Praydjcts connected with the OaJc&-ojfering are performed when the 
offering-substance is close at hand, while those connected with the Animal- 
offering are performed while the animal is actually standing there, — as laid 
down in tlie text, ‘ They offer the Praydjas over the standing animal ’• — Thus 
if both these (Prayajas and Anuyajas) were not done separately for the 
Gahe-offering, they would not be done properly. For this reason also, there 
should be separate performance.” 

SUTRA (3). 

[SiDDHSNTA] — ^IH l'ACT, IT SHOULD BE ACCOMPLISHED THROUGH THE 

Peooedube oe the Maht ofeerihg itself ; because it has 

BEEH BKJOINED IN THE MIDDLE OF THE PROCESS ; SPECI- 
ALLY AS THE PURPOSE OF THE PROCEDURE IS 
HOT DISTINCT. 

BJid§ya. 

In fact, the procedure of the Gahe-offering should not be performed 
separately ; it should he accomplished through the Procedure of the Main offering 
itself, — ^i.e. the Procedure of the Animal-offering itself would help the Gahe- 
offering . — “ Why so ? ” — Because it has been enjoined in the middle of the 
Process ; as a matter of fact, the Oake-offering has been laid down in the 
middle of the process of the Animal-offering, in the text. — ‘ Agms<mkyasya 
vapayd pracharya agnl^omlyam pashupuro4dshamehddashahapdlam nirvapati 
— ” What if it is go ? ” — ^It means that the purpose of the Procedme is not 
distinct ; — ^the term ‘ tantrdrtha ’ stands for the purpose of the Procedure, i.e. 
the help rendered by the subsidiaries , — and this remains non-distinct, i.e. the 
same, in the case of the Animal-offering and the Oake-offering ; because the 
condition of ‘ proximity ’ is the same in both cases j the subsidiaries per- 
formed in connection with the Animal-offering are in proximity to the Cake- 
offering also ; and by virtue of this proximity, they also help the Oake- 
offering, — ^hke the Lamp ; i.6. just as the Lamp lighted in the house illumines 
the public road also. 

Objection — ” The example cited is not appropriate ; the help rendered 
by the Lamp is visible and is hence recognized by Direct Perception; the 
help rendered by the subsidiaries, on the other hand, is imperceptible ; how 
can it be recognized ? ” 

Answer — This latter also is visible (cognisable) through the scriptures, 
and can be recognized on . the authority of the scriptures ; the scriptura* 
text bearing on the case being — ‘They (the subsidiaries) should be per- 
formed as in the case of the Darsha-Puriumdsa sacrifices *. If, then, they 
are done ‘ as in the case of the Darsha-Purnxmdsa sacrifices wl^ 'should 
they not help ? In the case of the Barsha-Puromndsa, they have rendered 
the help when performed at the same time and place and by the samtr 
performers as the Main sacrifice ; so in the case in question also, they are * 
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I)(iri'orEaed in the same manner j and hence it follows that they rend«? the 
same help here also. 

Says the Opponent — “The subsidiaries in the case in question are not 
^(uite like those in the case of the Tyarsha-TuTyj^amasa ; they have been 
performed at the Darah^-Purimmdsa in connection with the Main saorifiws ; 
here also the5f should be performed like that ; they are howe’s'er done, 
not in connection with the Gake, but in connection with the Animal ; hetf^ 
they oamiot be regarded as done, in regard to the Oake, ‘in the man^^ 
of the Archetype ’ . ” 

The answer to this is as follows •. — In regard to the Archetype, th-e 
teachmg is not verbal, — ^there being no such decXaiation as that ‘ the Sttb- 
sidiaries should be performed in reference to the Main Sacrifices ’ ; in fact it 
is so done simply because of the exigencies of the situation ; simply because Jfe 
is desired to perform them in that manner ; — what is done at the Archetji^ 
under the stress of exigencies cannot be made admissible elsewhere (at the 
ecjiypes) by virtue of the General Law ; because it is only the procedure of 
the action that is needed at these latter ; hence only that much is brought 
in under the General Law which has been actually enjoined by a text ; ^t 
anything beyond that. Thus it is that, even though not performed tp 
roference to the IMain Sacrifices, the subsidiaries may be regarded as per- 
formed ‘in the manner of the Archetype’. — ^From all this we conclude that 
help is actually rendered by Prasanga (Extended Application). 

Opponent — “ Such being the case, this ‘ Prasanga ’ is in no way difierent 
from * Tantra 

Mot so ; what is ‘ common ’ in the case of * Tantra ’ is the subsidiary 
itself, wliile in. the case of ‘ Prasanga it is the help rendered by the subsidiary 
that is ‘ common ’ ; as a matter of fact, this help too is not exactly common ; 
what happens is that the help rendered to one benefits the other also 

SUTRA (4). 

Ev.EN on account of ‘ MODIFICATION THEEE WOULD BE NO Df I- |■^;UENOE ; 

AS THE PURPOSE SERVED IS NOT MODIFIED. 

BMsya. 

It has been argued above tliat “ the procedure should be different, als<t 
because of the modification of the Accessory and the Time ” (Su. 2). Our 
answer to this is as follows : — Bven on accouni of a * modiflchtion ’ there would 
be no difference, as the purpose served is not modified ; the ‘ impose served ’ 
is the help rendered by the suhsidktrfes ir— this is not modified ; it remains the 
same as at the Darsha-Purnomtdsa. — How do you know that ? ” — Answer — 
The P7"aydjas and Anuyajas that are performed are related to the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa ; — the names ‘ Praydja ’ and ‘ Anuydja ’ are well known ; aV 
these coiiM- into the sacrifice in question by virtue of the General Law ailsi 
ja jjroxiinfty ; — it is also Otdy reasonable that- words should rerfej- 
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to things in the same context nor is it right to take a word as having more 
than one meaning -hence it follows that the Praydjas and Anuydjaa are 
those related to the Daraha-Purnamdsa, and that the help rendered by them 
is aLo related to the Daraha-P'^rTvamdaa i in connection with the Daralta- 
Purrujmdaa, tbia help is well known ; if the Praydjaa and Anuydjaa rendered 
help other than that related to the context (benefiting the Daraha-Purmimdaa), 
then, by reason of their doing what is not related to the context, they would 
not become admissible under the General Law ; they would, in fact, be some- 
thing entirely new, — -just like the ‘ anointing with Guggulu ’ at the Sattra. 
-—If then, they did not come in under the General Law, then one and the 
same text would have two functions, — of laying dovra the Praydjas, as well 
as this modification of the Praydjaa ; — and yet a single text, appearing only 
once, cannot enjoin two things. If, under the circumstances, these Praydjas 
were something entirely new (imknown), — ^then the details related to the 
Archetype would also come in by virtue of the General Law ; and in that 
•case it would not be possible for the number of oblations at the Yaialivade.i'a 
to become ‘Thirty’, as described in the text — 'Nine Praydjas, — nine 
Anuydjaa, — two Ajyahhdbgaa,—Qi^i offerings one takes out for Agni, and then 
offers to the Fayins,— in order to make up the number Thirty \ 

From all this it follows that, even though there is .Tnodlilcatioa of iho 
Accessories, the help rendered to the Archetype remains unmodifi;\’i ; .■'cA 
this help, as rendered thOTe, benefits the Cake-offering aho ; so that oven 
on account of the modification of the Accessory and the I’inrs, there is to be 
no difference in the Procedure. Thus it is that tins help is souglit after by 
both, the Animal-offering as well as the Cake-offering ; — at both of thcivt;. the 
subsidiaries are performed ‘in the manner of the Archetype’; — lienee, 
by being performed once, they help, both, 

“ For what purpose then is the modification ? ” 

It is for the purposes of the Animal-offering ; the said rnodificatioir is 
found mentioned among the Praydjas and Anuydjaa related to the Animal- 
offering and the subsidiaries are not conunon to the Aiiimal-offering and 
the Cake-offering ; the fact of the matter is that these subsidiaries belong 
to the Animal-offering only, — and yet even so, they benefit the Cake-ojfering 
also, on account of proximity ; as already explained above. 

-Then again, even when the Anuydjaa are performed with the Curd- 
Butter -Mixture, they may be .regarded as performed with ‘ Clarified Butter 
because the ‘ mixed character ’ does not destroy the nature of the ‘ Bhtter ‘ ; 
for instance, when a man is told to feed on 'milk, if the milk given to him is 
mixed with sugar, that does not involve an infringement of the former 
statement ; as .mixed with the sugar also, the milk remains milk all the 
same. — Similarly, when a man performs the eleven Praydjas, Cae five of these 
that he performs are those same that are related to the -Archetype, and if 
the six others that he performs are other than those related to the 
l^chetype, this latter act of his does not niean that the former have not 
been performed. — So also if the Praydjaa- axe performed while the Animal 
is standing there, they may be regarded as performed in coniiection with the 
Cake, — ^all that has happened is only that the original order bf sequence has 
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been abandoned ; but the orde> of aeqmnce is only an accessory detail; — 
and it is not right for the Main act to be repeated for the sake of an accessory 
detail ; as t he Mam act cannot bq, under the influence of the Accessory Detail ; 
it may be that the abandonment the order of sequence necessitates an 
Expiation ; but there cannot be repetition of the Main act.- “ la' that case;, 
the I'ixpiation would have to be done”. — is certainly done, — ^tho oblation 
offered with thamantra * Aydshchagne, etc.’ being declared to be an expiation 
f<jr all sins (of omission and commission). — Or even the Expiation may not 
ru'cessary, as the abandoning of the order is due to certain circumstances, 
I'lius then there is no incongruity at ail. 

St7TR.A (5). 

BECAUSE m THE CASE OF SOME, IT OANJTOT BE DONE. 

Bhdsya. 

In the ease of some of the details, it is not possible for them to be done 
separately ; as for instance, the Bringing up of the Fire to the Platform, 
and the Vratopdyana (Restricted Feeding). When the Platform has been 
set up once axid remains undemolished, it cannot be set up again ; for a 
thing that has been made once need not be made again, so long as the one 
made continues to exist.— It might be argued that “a second Platform can 
certainly be set up ”. — ^This would be sheer fool -hardiness ; and secondly, the 
second one set up would be not quite straight (as the exactly straight position 
would be taken up by the Platform already in existence) ; and this would 
lead to a confusion of the quarters ; — and it would also involve separate 
altars, which is not countenanced by the scriptures ; and lastly, it would 
mean the abandoiunent of the ijrinciple that ' the subsidSaiies shoxfld be 
performed at the same time and place and by the same performers as the 
Alain sacrifices — Thus then the said Bringing wp of the Fire being for the 
purpose of securing the Ahavaniya Fire, — ^and this having been secured by the 
first Bringing up, — ^it cannot be secured over again in the same manner in which 
it has been already secured. — It might be argued that “ one can set up another 
Ahavaniya Fire”. — But as a matter of fact, so long as the Ahavdvwya 
remains unextinguished, there can be no second Ahavaniya ; because firstly, 
the Gdrhapaiya Fire and the Ahavaniya Fire are both located in the same 
place ; — and if the Ahavaniya were removed, the Qdrhapaty^ would be left 
alone ; just as, when out of the Clarified Butter contained in the Dhruvd- 
veasel, wliich is common to all offerings, the Clarified Butter fqr the purposes 
of the Upd}mhuydjd has been taken out, what is left becomes useful for the 
offorhrgs to other deities ; — and secondly, the'^rocess suggested would bring 
about the anomaly of two separate! Altars, as in the previous case ; and this 
would involve all those incongruities that have been pointed out above. — 
Similarly the Vow taken up once cannot be taken xip again, unless the former 
has been given up ; and it cannot be given up xintil the final completion of 
the 'Main sacrifice. - 
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SUTRA (6). 

Also because thebe is a text urDiOATmo the same Fibe. 

Bha^ya . . 

The following text shows that the Anhnal-ofEering and the Cake -offering 
are related to one and the same Fire — ‘ M^hye^gnerdjyahuMrjvhoti, pwro4d- 
shdhvMh pashvdhyMahcha ’ [‘ At the centre of the Fire, one ofiers the oblations 
of Clarified Butter, those of the Gahe and those of the Animal’}. This 
means that there can Be no separate Bringing up of the Fire ; from which it 
follows that the Frocedure of the Animal-offering is applicable to (and helps) 
the Cahe-offering. 


Adhikabana (2) : The ‘ Two Ajyabhaga-offeriTigs ’ should 
he made in connection with the ‘ Cake ojfering ’ 

StJTEA (7). 

AopOBDING TO JaIMINI, WHll>r THEBE IS POSSIBILITY OF THE BXTEEHAL 
'SPROOEJDTJEE OOMDSTG IH, THE INTEEHAL PBOOBDIJEE SHOULD BE 
EXCLUDED. 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the same ‘ Meat-cake % there arises the following question 
— Should the ‘ Ajyabhdga-o^erings ’ he made or not ’ 

[There is the distinct prohibition — ‘ These two A jyabhar/a -offerings are not made 
at the Animal -sacrifice ’ ; -thus, when they are absent at the Animal-sacrifice, they 
cannot come into the Cake-offering by ‘ Extended Application ’ {Prdsanga) by virtue 
of the preceding AdMkaraifxi ; hence, the conditions of the preceding A dhikarai^t.a not 
being fulfilled, the matter remains in doubt.] 

It is remarked, in. this connection, that what has got to be considered 
her© is — ^Does the ‘ General Law ’ become set aside by the ‘ Declaration of 
Procedure ’ ? Or the ‘ Declaration of Procedure ’ by the ‘ General Law * ? 
— the ‘ General Law ’ is set aside, then the AjyahMga-off&ringS should 
not be mad.0 ; while if the ‘ Declaration of Procedure ’ is set aside, then the 
said offerings should be made. — What then is the right course ? 

The Purvapak^a is as follows : — “ It is the ‘ General Law ’ that is set 
aside. — Why ? — Because the * General Law ’ is inferentiat (functioning in- 
directly) while the ‘ Declaration of. Procedure ’ is directly perceptible ; and 
what is perceptible is certainly more authoritative tlian wlxat is inferential ; 
and the setting aside of the inferential is more reasonable than that of the 
perceptible. Such being the case, the Ajyabhdga-off.enngs should not be 
made ; as they could come in only by virtue of the General Law, and this, 
having been set aside in this case, is not operative at all.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — The opinion of the 
revered Teacher Jaimini is that the Ajyabhdga-offevmgs should be made 
in the case in question. — “ Why ? ” — ^Because token there is possibility of ike 
external procedure coining in, the internal procedure should he excluded ; in a 
case where the adopting of the action’s own procedure brings in the proce- 
dure of another action, the former should be excluded ; e.g. the procedure 
of the Animal -sacrifice becomes excluded in the case of the Praydjas related 
to the Cake-offering ; — ^where however, no such external procedure is likely 
‘to come in, it is not right to exclude it ; e.g. when Devadatta gets on to 
YajnadcUta's conveyance, it is only Devadaita's conveyance that goes away, 
not his clothes and ornaments. — ^In the case in question, the adopting 
of the Ajyabhdgas does not bring in any part of the procedxire of the 
iAnimal-sacrifice ; hence, it is not right to exclude it; hence, they should 
not be excluded. As regards the argument that “ the ‘ Declaration of Proce- 
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dure* is directly perceptible”, — as a matter of fact, the ‘Declaration of 
Procedure * not operative in this .case at all ; all that the said Declaration 
could dp would be to bring in the subsidiaries, — and the Meat-cake-offerings. 
have all their subsidiaries in the subsidiaries of the Animal-sacrifice itself ; 
hence, even though it is directly perceptible, it does not take in the AjyabMgaa ; 
the Declaration of Procedure, as a rule, takes in only that subsidiary 
which is close by in the context ; — ^the Ajyabhagas however are not psement 
at the Animal-sacrifice at all, having been preceded by the Prohibition ‘ one 
shotdd not offer the Ajyahhdgaa at the Animal-sacrifice or at the Soma- 
sacrifice — ^Then again, it has been already explained that the ‘ Declaration 
of Procedure ’ takes in only such subsidiaries as are already there, while the 
‘ General Law ’ brings them into existence and also takes them in ; h^oe, it- 
is this latter that is the more authoritative of the two. 


Adhikarana (3): At the Soma-sacrifice, the Platform 
related to the Darsha shall not he erected. 

SUTRA (8). 

[PlTBVAPAiCfA] — “ InaSBIUCH AS THEY SEBVE DIFEERENT PURPOSES, 
THERE SHOULD BE ERECTION OE THE SECOND I^ATEORM 
AT THE SOMA-SACBIEICE POR THE EOTYPES OE THE 
Uarsha-PUrnamasa. ” 

Bhdsya. 

la conaection with the Soma-sacrifice, there are certaia rites related to 
the Barsha-Purnami^sa which are performed on the Major Platform. — 
In regaird to thisr-w^ proceed to consider the following question — ^F'or the' 
performance of these rites, should another Platform be erected ? — or not ? 

The Purvapah§a is as follows : — A separate Platform should be erected ; 
— why ? — because the General Law indicating the erectioh, the erection of 
such a Platform would be ^ accordance with that Law. — ‘ The Platform of 
the Soma-sacrifice itself ■Would accomphsh all that is necessary, through 
Praaanga (Extended Application) ’. — It could not accomplish it ; — why ? — . 
hecame they serve dijferejit purposes ; the two Platforms in question serve two 
entirely different purposes — ^the one related to the Darsha-PurTumi&sa is 
used for the securing and keeping of the offering-materials, while that related 
to the Soma is used for the moving about ; so that in this case, there could 
be no ‘ extended application ’ ; as there is ‘ extended application ’ only in 
cases where the subsidiary of the Original sacrifice serves the same purpose 
as the intervening subsidiary ; as for instance, the Praydjas related to the 
Ammal-sacnjke find ‘ extended application ’ in the Oake-offerings. This 
condition is not fulfilled in the case in question ; hence the second Platform 
should be erected.” 

SUTRA (9). 

[SiDDHiNTA] — As A MATTER OE EAOT, THEBE SHOULD BE NO ERECTION ; 

AS IT WOULD ONLY VITIATB (THE OTHER). 

BhoLgya. 

As a matter of fact, the Platform related to Darsha should not be 
erected at the (Sowia-sacrifice. — “ Why ? ” — Because it would only vitiate the 
other ; i.e. if .another Platform were erected, it would only mean that the 
Soma-Plaiform already erected is defective, and it would not accomplish 
any purpose of its own. — “ It would.serve the purpose of keeping the offering- 
materials — ^That however could very well be done on the Major Platform 
itself. — ” But that is for a totally different purpose, as we have already pointed 
out”. — ^Evon while serving that differeht purpose,, it could certainly serve 
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the piirposes of a receptacle for the offering-materials.; — ^it has been laid down 
that the oSering-material should be kept upon the Platform ; — the Major 
Platform also is a, platform ; — and there are no conditions laid down as that 
the materials should be kept on a Platform which serves that purpose alone. 
-—From all this it follows that the Darsha-Platform should not be erected at 
the Soma-sacrifice. 



Abhikarana (4) : At the Soma-sacrifice, the ohlMions 
rehMng to the Sdvana-Animals, etc. should he offered 
mih the Sruva and other implements used at the 
Darsha-sacrifice. 

SUTRA (10). 

[P0eva3PAK?a]— In regabd to the Implements, thebe should be 
‘ Extended Application because they abe eob the pueposb 

OE OEEEBING OBLATIONS,” 

Bha^ya. 

In oonnectioa with the Soma-sacrifice, there are certain rites related, to 
the Dafeha-Purrutmasa which would appear to be connected with the Ladles 
and Cups used at the Soma -sacrifice, — such rites for instance, as the ‘ Sdvana 
Animal \ the ‘ Sdvana Cakes the ‘ Savma Cooked Rice 

In r^8«*d to these we proceed to consider the question — Should the 
oblations at these Bites be ofiered with their own Ladles and Cups ? Or 
with tltfce Sruva and other implements used at the Darsha-sacrifice ? , 

The Piirvapak^a is as follows : — “ In the ease of implements, there should, 
he ' MiOended Application' ; — -why ? — hecahse they are for the purpose of ojfering 
ohlaHona; — the implements in question only serve the purpose of the 
offering of oblations, — and this purpose can be served by the said Cups 
and Ladles also ; — the Bites in question too, are included within the sphere 
of the Soma-sacrifice ; hence, the oblations at these should be offered (as at 
the Soma) with the Cups and Ladles.” 

SUTRA (11). 

[SiDDHiNTA]— T he bight couesb is to USB CTB Implements in 

QUESTION, — ^AS THEY HAVE BEEN IN USB ALBEADY ; IT IS ONLY IE 
TEtEY COULD NOT BE USED THAT THEBE COULD BE 

‘ Extended application *. 

Bhd§ya, ^ 

The right course would be to use the implements used at the Darsha- 
Purpamdsa, — and it is with these that the oblations should be offered ; — 
'Why ? — because they have been in me already ; the implements m^.qu€«tion 
there, having been already \ised ; it has been declared that— “ if they 
Were to obtain the Soma before having taken up the Clarified Butter, they 
Would destroy the sacrifice, and if they obtain the Soma after having taken 
up' the Clarified Butter, then they would not destroy the saerifioe’; so 
that (for the taking of the Clarified Butter) first of all the sruva and other 
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implements of the DarsJia have to be Tised, — ^they have to be washed and 
cleaned and then the Clarified Butter is to be taken up with them ; hence, 
thes6 implements are there already, having been used in connection with 
the Clarified Butter. It is only if they could not he used that there could he 
'extended application'' ; in a ease where the subsidiary of the sacrifice 
included in the sphere of the Soma-sacrifice is one that has not been used, 
then alone is there an ‘ extended application ’ of the subsidiary of the 
Soma-sacrifice, for serving the purposes of that subsidiary ; because it is only 
when one has not got the thing of Hs own that he obtains it from another ; it is 
only when Devadatta has not got his own conveyance near at hand that he rides 
in Yajhadatta’s 'conveyance ; if his own conveyance is at hand, he goes on 
his own ; because the pleasme that he derives from riding in another’s con- 
veyance is not at all like that which he derives from riding in liis own 
conveyance. Similarly, the excellence that is acquired by the Cakes through 
the use of the implements of the Darsha-sacrifice is not attained through the 
use of the Cups and Ladles ; because in the case of the former the articles 
are of wood used at the Archetype, and hence it is possible to perform the 
Washing and other Embellishments ; in the case of the Cups and Ladles, on 
the other hand, they have to be omitted, i^rther, those implements that 
are related to the Soma itself have no connection with the Oakes. 

“ In ease the implements of the Darsha had not been used, would it 
be possible for the Gups and Ladles to come in by ‘ extended application ’ V ” 

Not so, we reply ; even so, what would come in by ‘ extended appli(?a- 
tion ’ would be the implements of the Darsha itself. There is ‘ extended 
application ’ only in cases where the subsidiary performed in connection 
with the Main Sacrifice becomes performed (i.e. helpful) also for the other 
sacrifice ; e.g. when the Praydjas are performed in connection with the 
Animal-sacrifice, they help .the Cake-offerings also. — ^In the case in question 
however, if the Cups and Ladles are used, the others do not become wed by 
that use ; certainly when the is offered, it is not the Oakes that become 
offered. — ^For these reasons, there can be no ‘ Extended Application ’ in this 
case. 

“ What happens then ? ” 

We explain : — There would be 'extended application'' if they had not been 
in use ; i.e. if the use of the implements in question were not possible,— 
or if it were actually prohibited, — then alone would there be an ‘ extended 
application ’ (of the jSoi??m-accessories). 

Then again, the right course is that in the case in question, the Darsha- 
implements should be used, not the Cups and Ladles (of the Soma).—-“ On 
what gromids would this be the rigid course ? ” — ^The implements in question 
come into the Darsha-Purnamdsa in accordance with scriptural texts, and 
therefore they become transferred to the Cake-offering by the General Law. 
The touch of the scriptural text is quite distinct. On the other bund, in 
connection with no sacrifice has the offering of oblations been laid down 
as to be done with the Ladles and Cups j so that such offering could be made 
only if there were an actual need for doing it ; when there is no verbal 
declaration to that effect, an act can be doiie only if there is actual need for it. 
54 
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There is the following text which also indicates the use of the Darsha- 
implements in question at the Soma-sacrifice — * Yunajmi te pfthivim jyoti§d 
saheti dhruvdmabhimrshati, yunajtm. vayunantarikseim te saha ityupahhrtam, 
yunajmi vdcham saha diva sury&nMi jtihum* [where three implements are 
Hxentioned— Di^rwua, Upabhrta and Juhut all which are connected with the 
Darsha -sacrifice}. 

From all this it follows that at the Soma-sacrifice, the oblations should 
be offered with the implements in question. 


( 5 ) : The ‘ Meat-Cake ’ shall not he cooked at 
the ^ Shdmitm Fire \ 

SUTRA (12). 

The Mbat-oake shall hot be cooked at the Shimitba Fiee, as 

THE OTHEU has BEEN IN USE ALEEADY. 

Bhd§ya, 


In connection with the same Cake, we proceed to consider the question — 
Is it to be cooked at the Shamitra Fire or at the Shdldmukhlya Fire ? 

The same Principle— ‘ The other being already in use ’ — ^is applicable 
here also. It has been laid down that the cooking of offering-materials 
should be done at the Omhcepaiya Fire ; and this is already in use, it having 
been declared that ‘ The Shdldmukhiya Fire itself becomes the Garhapatya 
after this’ ; — hence, the cooking in question should be done at this Shdla- 
mukhlya Fire. 


Adhikabana (6): At the ^ KauTiAafayinarmyana’' the 
^ Agnihotra-material^ should he cooked at the 
^ Prdjahita^ (Gdrhapatya) Fire. 

SUTRA (13). 

The cooking of the ‘ Agnihotra ’ should not be done at the 

ShalImukhiya Fire, because the PbAjahita Fire is present. 

BJidsya. 

In regard to the Agnihotm performed in connection with the Kau^}a- 
papnamayana, we proceed to consider the question — Should the Material 
to be used therein be cooked at the ShdldmuJcMya Fire ? Or at the Prdjahita 
Fire ? — ‘ Prajahita ’ is the name given to the Qdrhapatya Fire by the ancient 
Teachers. • 

Here also the same principle is applicable ; The cooking of offering- 
materials has been laid down as to be done at the Gdrhapatya ; — -this Qdrha- 
patya, therefore, is in use there already ; — it is only when something is 
not already in use that there can be extended application (Sti. 12). — There are 
many explanations possible here. — ^The Shdldmukhlya comes in by virtue of 
the General Law, — in connection with the Jyoti>?toma, this same ShdldmukMya 
has been declared to be the Qdrhapatya, — and indirectly through the General 
Law, this same Shdldmukhlya comes on into the Kamidapdyindmayana ; 
while the cooking is indicated by Name as to be done at the Prdjahita Fire 
(which is another name for the Gdrhapatya on which the Cooking of all 
materials has been laid down) ; — the Name is more authoritative than the 
General Law ; hence, the cooking in question should be done at the Prdjahita 
Fire. 



Adhikaeana (7): The ‘ Vegetable-cakes’’ should he 'pre- 
pared in a cart other than the two ‘ Havirdhdna Garts ’ 
that come in at the Jyotistoma. 

SUTRA (14). 

[PffRVAPAK§A]— “ The two Havirdhana Carts should sbevis the 

PURPOSES OP THE PEEPAEATIOH, AS THEY HAVE BEEN ALREADY 
IN USE.” 

Bhd§ya. 

After the two Havirdhdna Garts have been set up, — ^there follow certain 
sacrifices at which the substance offered contains vegetable ingredients,- — 
such as, the Meat -cake -oj'fenng, the Savamya-cakes, the Saumya-charu^ 

In regard to these, we proceed to consider the question — Are these 
substances to be prepared in one of the tw'O Havirdhdm, Carls themselves ? 
Or should another ea.rt be secured for that purpose ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows “ The two Havirdhdna Carts shouM serve 
the purpose of the prejiaration, — or one of them only. — ^Why ? — Because they 
have been in use already ; the Havirdhdna Cart has been in use already, and it 
is quite capable of serving the purpose of preparing the substances in question ; 
under the circumstances, if another cart were to be secured for that purpose* 
it would be a superfluous act. Hence, the substances should be prepared 
with the help of one of the Havirdhdna (7ar^a themselves (and no other cart is 
to be secured).” 

SUTRA (15). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^A s A MATTER OP PACT, THERE CAH BE HO FULULMBNT 
(BY THAT MEAHS), AS THE PLACE BEIKG DIPPEBBHT, THE MaIH 
SACEIPICE WOULD BECOME DBPBOTIVE ; — ^AHD THERE CAH 
BE ‘ EXTENDED APPLIOATIOH ’ ONLY WHEN IT 
CAUSES NO DBPBCT. 

BJidsya. 

There can be no fulfilment of the preparation, by means of the Havirdhdna 
Oarts ; that is, the substances should not be prepared with the help of these 
carts. — “ Why ? ” — Because the Mam sacrifice wovdd become defective,-r- 
[on account of the place being different] — ^the ‘ place ’ of the preparation is as 
follows : — ^The cart is placed behind the Ga/rhapatya Fire and in front of the 
/sa.-T-then the Priest gets upon its right wheel and makes the preparation 
there. Such being the place of the * Preparation ’, if the Preparation were 
done on the Havirdhdna Gah, — then, this Havirdhdna Oart (which contains 
Soma-shoots), would have to be brought up to the place just described ; and 
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tliis would make the Main Soma-mcrifice defective ; — the erection and location 
of the Mavirdhana Carts have been made with suitable rmntrm and in accord- 
ance with certain strict rules ; and all this would become nullified (by the 
removal of the Havirdharux) ; it is possible that the erecting and locating might 
be done again ; but this would involve a repetition not sanctioned by the scrip- 
tures.-— As a matter of fact, it is only when it causes no defect in the Main act, 
that ‘ Extended Application ’ may be right ; because it is the character of the 
Main act from which all the rest derive their sustenance, each according to the 
texts bearing upon it, — all the rest being, as they are, entirely dependent 
(on something else). If, for some reason, the purposes of these subordinate 
factors are not accomplished by the means laid down in the scriptures, then 
those purposes might well be left unfulfilled, — or any other means might be 
employed ; — ^but they could not accomplish their purposes by upsetting the 
Main sacrifice. — “ But why cannot the Preparation be made at the very 
place where the Havirdhana has been located? ” — In that case the said acts 
(involved in the ‘Preparation’) would become defective — “That may be 
so ; those acts are subordinate factors and as such they must follow the 
predominant factor just as it happens to be ; e.g, the Meat-cake follows the 
Fraydfas of the Animal-sacrifice, even though these latter appear at a different 
time ”, — The answer to this is as follows : — ^In the case cited, it is right that 
it should be so ; because the Praydjas have been performed already, and 
what lias been already done cannot be done again simply to preserve the 
order of sequence (of something else). In the case in question however, the^ 
Preparation is still to be made ; and if it is possible to make it fully equipped 
with all its details, it should be made as so equipped ; — as a matter of fact, 
it is possible to make it so equipped by securing another cart ; hence, it 
follows that the said Preparation should not be done in one of the Havirdhdna 
Oarte. 

SUTBA (16). 

Also BBOAxrsB vm Bttrr> racE ‘ Oaets ’ spokbh ob (nsr me Plural 
Nttmbee). 



We find a plwality of Oarts spoken of in the text — ‘ Andmsi pravartayanti * 
[‘ They set up several Carts ’]. — ^From this also it follows that another cart 
(other than the tioo Havirdhdna Carts) shoidd be secured. 



ADHtKAitANA (8) :* At the ‘ Prdyamya and other offerings, 
there should he separate ^Keeping of Vigil ’ in con’- 
nection with the Initiation. 

SUTRA (17). 

That wmcoa: is coisrarECTED with that [cahhot apply], oh account op 

THE DIPPERENCE OP TIME. 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Soma-sacrifice, the ‘ Keeping of Vigil ’ has been 
laid down as to be done at the time of the Initiation — ‘ Taw prathamam 
ratrimjdgarti, etc. In connection with the JDorsikj-Pwr^liawa.sa also, for some 
people, the said ‘ Vigil ’ has been laid down as to be done on the Aupava- 
sathya Day. This ‘ Keeping of the Vigil ’ becomes admissible, under the 
General Law, into the ‘ Drayanfiya ’ and other offerings (which have the 
above Main sacrifices for t-h-eir Archetypes). 

In regard to this — [the question being — Does the Vigil kept at the time of 
the Initiation serve the purposes of the PrayayAya and other minor sacrifices— 
or should a separate Vigil be^ kept in connection with these latter ?]— the 
Purvapahsa is th&t “ the FigriZ that has been kept at the time of the Initiation 
will, by ‘ Extended Application serve the purposes of these minor sacrifices 
[and hence it should not be done separately] In answer to this, we have 
the following Siddhanta: — That which is connected with that, — i.e. the Vigil 
kept in connection with the Initiation — cannot have its application extended 
to other acts ; — ^why 'i-— because of the difference in time ; if, as a matter of 
fact, the Vigil is kept for the purpose that there may be no carelessness in 
the safe keeping of all sacrificial accessories, then what are so guarded by the 
Vigil kept at the time of Initiation are only those accessories that are there , 
at the time, — so that no other become guarded by that Vigil; hence for the 
purpose of the guarding of the other accessories of the Prayarfiya and other 
minor sacrifices, the Vigil should be kept separately at the time of the 
Aupavasathya.—'EveTxii the Vigil were meant to serve only an unseen purpose 
(and not that of guarding the sacrificial accessories), then also the 
Aitpavascdhya night would be the occasion for the keeping of the Vigil-, and 
when the occasion is there, whatever is due to be done on that occasion should 
be done. — ^From aU this it follows that in connection with the Prdyamya 
and the rest, the Vigil should be kept separately. 



Adhikarana (9) : At separate Altars, the Mantras should he 
recited separately. 

SUTBA (18). 

Mantras also (should be recited sepaeatelt), as they 

HELP DIRECTLY. 

Bhasya. 

At the Vmuna'praghasa sacrifices, there are two separate Altans (one 
fW the Adhvaryu and another for the Pratiprasthdtr) ; in connection with 
these fcliere are certain Mantm^. that operate upon them directly, — along with 
JAe Taking up of Clarified Butter, Besprinhling and Touching. 

The question that arises is — Should these Mantras be recited ‘ in 
common ’ for the two Altars ? or separately ? 

This discussion bears, not upon Prasahga (the subject-matter of the 
present discourse), but upon Tantra and Avdpa (the subject of the jorevious 
discourses). 

The Purvapaksa is that — “ the Mantras should bo recited ‘ in common 
for the purpose of honouring the Declaration of Procedure 

In aMwer to this, the Siddhdnta is as follows : — The reciting of Mantras 
also — ^in connection with the Taking up of Clarified Butter, etc. — shpuld be 
done Separately ; — ^why ? — ^because they help directly ; the Mantras in question 
are all such as help directly, as they signify the action that is iwesent at the 
time ; as a matter of fact, the Adhvaryu and the Pratiprasthdtr (who are in 
charge of the two Altars severally) come up in connection with separate 
actions ; — Whence the Mantras should be recited separately. 

Further, it is going to be explained under Su. 12. 3. 24, tliat all the 
agencies operating upon actions end with the Mantra ; and t hat being so, a 
Mantra must be regarded as subservient to the purposes of that Act upon 
which it operates ; and by virtue of this difierentiating condition, there 
should be repetition of Mantras. 



Adhikahaija (10) : There shall he no ‘ Agnyanvddhdna ’ 
at the Dlhsamyd and other sacrifices. 

[The next few Adhikaranaa up to Adhi. 18. deal with those Is<is that form part 
of the Sorm-sacrifice, but which have the Daraha-Piirriamasa for their Archetsrpe.] 

SUTRA (19). 

At the Soma-saoeipicEj thebe is no ‘ AgnyanvIdhSna as it is eoe 

THE PHEPOSE OE MAINTENANCE. 

Bhdsya. 

Its course of the Soma-aacrifice there are certain Istis, like the Dlkaanlyd ; 
at these the rite of ‘ Agnyanvddhdna' (Reinstallation of Riro) becomes ad- 
missible under the General Law. The question is — Should this Rite be 
performed or not ? 

The Purvupaksa is that — “ it should be performed ; because only by so 
doing would the General Law be obeyed.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdrda : — ^The Agnyanvddhdna 
should not be performed at the Dlh§anlyd, etc. — why ? — because it is for the 
pv^posc of onaintenance ; the Agnyanvddhdna is meant to be done for the 
purpose of maintaining (keeping up) the Fire that has been brought up ; 
that rite has been already performed in connection with the Fire brought 
out for the performance of the Soma-sacrifice, — and the Fire has been main- 
liiinod by that means; there can be no maintaining of what has been 
u-ialntabicd already. — “But that is done without Mantras." — True, it is 
done without Mantras; but it has been done all the same; and what has 
been done once need not be done again, only for the purpose of reciting the 
Mantras. — From all this it follows that the Agnyanvddhdna should not be 
done at the and other J#is. 


Adhikabaka (11) : At the Dikmmyd and other Istis there 
is to he no ' Taking of the Vow \ 

St?TRA (20). 

So Ar.SO TH.E ' Vow % BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN ALBEADY 
TAKBH. 

Bhfisya, 

At tlie said Dikaanlyd and the rest, there is admissible, iinder the General 
Lau, the ' taking of the vow ’ which has been, enjoined in connection with the 
Darsha-POrnamdisa. [The question being as to whether or not this vow 
sht'uld b -v taken at the etcs.] the Siddhmvta is that, like the 

ignyant^Stid'iia, this vow should notlbe taken; — became U has been (dready 
iahen ; that wliich has been taken and not yet finished cannot be taken up 
again ; the act of ' taking up ’ consists in obtaining what lias not been 
oblsinod ; and hence it cannot be done to what has been already obtained. 

SlJTRA (21). 

Also because oe xscompaitbii.ity. 



The words pronounced by the person taking up the ‘ vow ’ are—' Ague 
vratapaie vrataUchciri^dmi. ’ which contains the verb in the ^lUnre tense ; 
and this •would be ‘ incompatible ’ with the wm if it were already present. 

SUTEA (22). 

‘‘It may be like Tbuts-telmsto ”, — ^ifthis istjhgei) [ then the ansivtr 
is as below]. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “Why can it not be Hke ‘Truth-telling’ ? — Just 
as' the vow of Truth-ieUing, being a man’s duty, continues throughout life, 
and yet it is taken at the Daraha-PurncmdsaP 

StJTRA (23). 

That caheot be ; bboausb oe the ooinsrBOTioHS beihg uisTmcT. 
Bhd§ya. 

Ths» case of the vow in question is not analogous to that of ‘Truth- 
telling ’ became of iha coimecidons hemg dMmcb ; in the case of * Truth- 
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telling there are two distinct * connections ’ — ^that of the Man, and that of 
the sacrifice ; so that having been previonsly taken up as pertaining to the 
Man (as his general duty), it becomes taken up again in connection with the 
sacrifice.- — “ In the ease in question also, there is distinctness of connet^ion 
having been taken up previously in connection with the Soma-offering, it 
may be taken up again in connection with'the — In the case in question, 

there is no need for ‘ taking up the vow ’ again,— as that which has been done 
already in connection with the Soma-sacrificc will accomplish its purpose at 
the other sacrifice also, through ‘ Extended Application — ” In the other 
ease (of Truih-teUmg) also, the purpose could be accomplished in the same 
manner — ^It might accomplish it if it were previously known that i*. is for 
the purpose of accompiisliing a certain desire ; as a matter oi fact however, 
this fact is recognized only in connection wnth the Darsh'i-PUrTiamdsa itself 
(not before that) ; while in the case in question, this fact has been already 
recognized in connection with the Archetypal sacrifice. Hence the citing 
of the case of ‘ Truth-telling ’ oaxmot serve as an instance in point. 

The necessity of the recognition of the accessory (of Truth-telling, e.g.) 
serving the purposes of the Main ac^bion lies in the fact of that being the 
determining factor in the deciding of the Exact Expiation; — as explained 
under (Swim 3. 4. 12-13. 



Adiiikaraka (12) : At the ^ I sUs \ there is to he no ‘ Agnyan- 
vadhdna \ even for purposes adopting the Deity. 

StJTEA (24). 

The peeviously mentioned act, even eoe ptjeposbs of adopting 
(the Deity), [shall not be done], as the I§ti itself serves 

THAT PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

It Ims beea explained (under Adhiharatm 10 above) +hat the ‘ Agnyanva- 
(i/iana ’ already done in connection with the accomplishes the 
same purpose, through ‘ Extended Application at the I§ti8 also. 

This is how objected to — “ The Extended application spoken of in the 
previoirs- Adhiharatm has been in reference to that Agnyanvadhdna which is 
done for the purpose of maintaining pie Fire ; as a matter of fact, however, the 
Agnyanvadhdna is done, not only for the ^purpose of maintaining the Fire, 
but for that purpose of maintaining the Eire, as also for the purpose of 
adopting the Deity ; we read in coimection with the Darsha-Furimmdsa— 

‘ Mamdgne varrho vihavesvastu iti purvarmgnim grhnAti, devoid eva tatpurvM- 
yurgfhltvot shvohhute yajate ’ ; — though the Agnyanvddhdna for the purpose 
of maintaining the Fire may come in, through ‘Extended Application’, 
from, that performed in comieotion with the Soma-sacrifice, — ^yet that wliioh 
is done at the Darsha-Purnamdsa for the purpose of adopting the Deity 
should have to be done at the Isiis.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta i — ^The view set forth 
above is not right ; as a matter of fact, that Agnyanvdd>kana winch is done 
for the purpose of adopting the Deity also would be secured through ‘ Extended 
Application ’ (and hence should not have to be done again). — ^Why ? — 
Became the Isti itself serves that purpose ; in connection with the Soma- 
sacrifice also, the Dlksaniyd J^ti is foxmd mentioned as serving the purpose of 
adopting the deity — Agndvaisnavamekddashakapdlam nirvapet dlhsisya- 
mdnah, agnifi prathamo dJevatdndm vi$nuh paramah, yadagndvaisnavamekd- 
dashakapdlam nirvapati devatd yajnahcha tadubhayatah parigrhya dlksate \ — 
This same l^ti, thus ser\’mg the pm^ose of adopting the deity at the Soma- 
sacriftce, will serve the same purpose for the Istis also, by ‘ extended 
application’, 

StlTEA (25). 

“It would be like the aoqbSeobies this is urged [then the 
answer is as in the next Sutral. 

Bhd§ya. 

Says the Opponent — purposes of the Istis would not be served in 
the manner suggested ; the IHk^a^iyd-I^pi subserves the purposes of the 
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Main sacrifice, and as such it operates towards the adopting of the deity of 
the Main sacrifice j — -the deities of the subsidiaries however, which are more 
accessories, are not included under that adoption ; — hence for the jiiirposes 
of adopting these deities, the Agnyanvadhana related to the Darsha- 
Purnavridsa should be performed in connection with the Istis." 

SUTRA (26). 

Not so ; becatise there is the ‘ VaishvadSva ’ (Related to 
‘ ALL Deities ’). 

Bhd§ya. 

The said ' Agnyanvadhana should not be performed ; the purpose of 
adopting the deity will be accomplished by the Dik§anlya Isfi itself, through 
‘ Extendoji Application — “ But it has been pointed out that the JDiksaiuyd 
serves the purpose of adopting the deity of the Main sacrifice only — ^By 
subserving the purpose of the deity of the Main sacrifice, it would also take 
is the deities of the subsidiaries. — “ How so ? ” — Because there is the vaishva- 
deva ; in connection with the Soma-^sacrifice, there is the Grahaydga, which is 
^ vaishvadMva \ in the sefise that all deities {viahve devdh) are sacrificed to in 
this sacrifice ; and the deities of the subsidiaries also are included among 
them ; so that these also become adopted. Hence there is no need for the 
performance of the Agnyanvadhana in connection with the I^iis, for the 
purpose of adopting those deities. 

SUTRA (27). 

[OSjeciiow]— “ There should be heed eoe it ; as they have been • 

HAMED.” 


There should need for the Agnyanvadhana ; as it is necessary to adopt the 
deities of the subsidiaries through the Agnyanvadhana in connection with the 
I§ti8 ; because as a matter of fact, those deities cannot be taken as ‘ adopted ’ 
on the ground that sacrifices are ofiered to ‘ aU deities ’ ; because in reahty, 
at the said Qraha-ydga, sacrifices are not oHered to all deities ; the term ‘ Yishve-^ 
devah ’ stands, not for all {vishve) deities {devdh), but for a definite group of 
deities, consisting of the Sddhyas, the Budras and the Vasus. — How do you 
know that Because they have been named ; the deities meant have been 
actually named in the text — ‘ Agrvir vasidihih, somo raudraih, indro marud- 
hhih, varuTia adityaih, brhaspatirvishvedevaih ’ ; where it appears that the 
‘ Yishvedevas ’ are entities different from the Vasus and other well-known 
deities. If all deities had been spoken of by means of the term ‘ vishvedJSva 
then those deities would not have been different from the well-known deities, 
Yasu and the rest. Hence we conclude that the term 'vishve-deva' denotes only 
a well-defined group (of deities). — Such being the case, the deitiPiS of subsidiaries 
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could not bo included under that name; hence ■‘'or the adopting of those, 
the performance of the Agnyanvacfftana would be - ^cessary.” 

SUTRA (28). 

Not so ; because it serves the pureosb oe indicating an 

EXCELLENCE. 



It cannot be as suggested.— Why ? — Became it serves the purpose of 
indicaii'ng an excellence ; i.e. the above-quoted description (enumeration) 
of the VishvMevas cannot be regarded as indicating a group of deities ; the 
description is meant to be an indication of excellence, — ^i.e. a praise of Brhaspati j 
the sense of the praise being that—* Agni is accompanied by the Faswa 
only, — Soma, by the Rudras only, — Indra, by the Mamts only, — and Forwrw, 
by the Adilyas only ; — but Brhaspati is accompanied by aU lh& deities, those 
name^ here as well as others ’.—This praise is just like the praise of the 
king in the words — * The Army-commander has come in with his paid army 
and will fight along with Ms own army, — ^but the Bang is accompanied by 
aU armies, those mentioned as well as others’.^ — ^Further, under the inter- 
pretation suggested, it would bo necessary to assume a group of deities bearing 
the name * VishvMevq \ while all deities are understood to be actually denoted 
by that name. 

From an this it follows that the adopting of the subsidiary deities also 
is aoomplished by moans of the Dihsaniya, through * Extended Application ’ ; 
and hence the Agnyanmdhdrui related to the Darsha-Punuiindsa should not 
be performed in connection with the Jfiiis- 


Adhikabai^a (13) ; At the Istis, the ^ Fatmsanimhana ^ 
{Dressing up of the Lady) shall not be performed. 

SUTRA (29). 

The ‘ Bressihg Up ’ also [should hot be dohb], as it has beeh 

DONE .LLBEADY. 

Bhdsya. 

The ‘ Sannahana’ (‘Dressing up’) of the sacrificer’s I^idy has been 
laid down in connection, with the Darsha-Ptin^antdaa, m the text—* Druses 
up the Lady with the Yohira Under the General Law, this shoTiId be done 
at those rites that are performed in connection with the Soma-sacrifice. 
[The question arising as to whether or not this Dressiny up should be per- 
formed at these rites] the SutJJianta is that it should not be done ;—why ? 
— -became 'U iuis been done, already ; at the time of the Initiation, the Dressing 
up of the Lady for the purposes of the iSoma-mcrlJice has been already done, 
as laid down in the text — ‘ He dresses up the Lady with the Yokira and the 
Initiated Saorifioer with tho Mekhald, with a ‘-view to joining tiic two’. 
This dressing wp with the Yoktra is for the piorpose of iending support to the 
Dress ; and when tliis has been done in connection w'ith the Soma-sacrifice 
itself, it will continue to servo tiiat purpose till the completion of the sacrifice 
along with its subsidiaries, wluch latter also it will benefit by ‘Extended 
Application % 


Adhikaeana (14) : At the Istis there need not be ‘ Feeding 
upon wild-growing Things \ 

StJTRA (30). 

The ‘ Eating oe ^vILT)-GIlOWllsrG things ’ should not be done ; as 

THERE IS INJUNCTION . OF ANOTHER. 

BJidsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnanulsa, the ' eating of wild-growin^; 
things’ has been laid down, in the text — ‘ Yaddramjani ashndii, etc., ete ’. 
— This becomes admissible into the Prdyanlya and other nndec tW-- 

General Law. [The question arising as to wliether or not tliis eating eluniid 
be done at these Is^is] the Siddlidnta is as follows Even tho\igh it is 
by the General Law as admissible, it should not be done :~»-\\ iiy ? — 
there is Injitnction of another. The ' Eating of wild-growing things ’ that 
has been enjoined in connection with th; Darsha-Purnamdm is meant li... 
be for the purposes of- subsistence ; — in connection with the Soma-sao-rif^ti 
also, means of subsistence have been laid dowu' — ‘ The Brdhmana sliali Iiv& 
on milk, the Ksattriya on gruel and the Vaishya on Curdled Milk ’ ; tlua also 
serves a visible purpose and hence is regarded as a means of si:fbsi.9ten€!e j 
of these two means of subsistence, that connected with the Soimi-sacriftve. 
is foxuxd to be directly enjoined, and it is also the more important of the 
two, — hence this must be done ; and when the subsistence has been secured 
by this means, it helps the other subsidiary rites also, through ‘ Extended 
Application ’ ; hence the other means of subsistence becomes excluded. 


Adhtk ARANA (15) : At the Istis there should he ‘' Eating of 
Rem nants \ 

SUTRA (31). 

If it be urged that “ the same should be the case with the EATI2iiG 
OF Remnants ”, — that is not so; because that is for a 
different purpose. 

Bhdsya. 

Ill connection with the Darsha-Purnanidsa, there is the Bating of 
Remnants, Ida and the rest. — This is indicated by the General Law as ad- 
missible at the Ist>is performed in course of the Soma-sacrifice. It may bo 
argued that, ” as the ‘ Eating of wild-growing things ’ has been set aside by 
the means of subsistence laid down in connection with the Soma-sacrifice, 
so this Eating of Remnants also should be set aside (as tliis also is only a motuis 
of subsistence) — The answer to this is that it is not so; — ^why ‘t—hemum 
that is for a different purpose ; the ‘ Eating of Remnants * is not meant to bo 
a means of subsistence ; it is not for the purpose of sustaini.); the body ; 
it is in fact meant to be an embellishment (of the substance), bcMuiuse tlio 
substance in question is only the remnant of what has been used, — and 
because all these ‘Eatings’ are spoken of by means of words with iho 
Accusative Ending, in .such texts as ‘ Yajamdnapahchamd rtvijah ind'H 
hhakmi/dnli tlicrct’oro in-tht^ caso in (piestion, the ‘ Eating of Ihujiu-.ii.t^ 
should ho done. 


Adhikabana (16) : At the Istis^ there is to he no gift of the 
‘ Anvdhdrya \ 

StiTEA (32). 

The " Phkohase ’ also (shotili) not be done), as they are already 

ENGAGED. 

Bhdsya. 

In cormection with the Daraha-Purnamdsa, the Anvdhdrya-gift has been 
laid down as the ‘ purchase-price ’ (payment for services) ; the General 
Law indicates this as to be done at the Istis performed in course of the 
Soma-sacrifice. [The question arising as to whether or not that gift should 
be made at these the Siddhdnta is that it should not be ■ made ; — 

why ? — became they are already engaged ; the Priests concerned have been 
already engaged and their services seemed by the payment of the ‘ pur- 
chase-price ’ in connection with the Soma-sacrifice, — in accordance with 
the text ‘ The sacrificial Fee is 1200 — ^And the subsidiaries are always 
performed at the same place and time by the same performers as the Main 
sacrifice ; hence the subsidiary in question have to be performed by 
those same Priests that have been engaged for the Soma-aacrifice ; conse- 
quently there can be ho separate ‘purchase-price’ to be paid in connection 
with the subsidiaries ; hence the Anvdhdrya-gift has to be omitted. 


Adi-iikabana ( 17 ): At the Istis, the ‘Eating of Remnants^ 
shall he done as serving the purposes of ‘ Emhellishment\ 

SUTRA (33). 

[POevapaksa] — “ The Eatings of Remnants also should be 
siMiLAKLY OMITTED ”, — ^iF THIS IS URGED [then the answer 
is as in the next /S-Mim], 



It might be argued that “ the Eatings of Remnants also should be 
omitted at the Istia, just as the Anvdhdrya-gift is omitted.” 

This question is raised on the basis of the possible notion that the Eating 
of Remnants is by way of ‘ Purchase -price ’ (for services rendered) [which 
alone would make it subject to the conclusion regarding the Anvdhdrya}. 

SUTRA (34). 

[StddhantaJ — It is not so ; because those aee connected with the 
ACTIONS. 

Bhdsya. 

The Eatings cjf Remnants should not be omitted; because they are not 
meant to bo ]jn yment for services rendered ; as a matter of fact, those Eatings 
of 15<‘nmants have been laid down as to be done after the completion of the 
function-. A' tlio prit-sts whose services had been secured by the gift of the 
Anvdhdry:! ; /nu- ai-e these ‘Eatings’ suflicient as price for securing of the 
servi(;es [Jieai 'f ‘ -na chrdamflnamanuya ’] ; hence these Eatings are not meant to 
be the ‘price’ of sej-vicc-s rendejred ; they are meant to be embellishments 
of the Rouirmnt.-' of siihstancos used; and for this pui’pose they Imve to be 
doire (at the latia in (piostion also). 


Adhikarana (18) : At the Istis, there should he ‘ appoint- 
ment^ of the Hotr Pri^t, 

SUTRA (35). 

Inasmuch as thebe is ‘ appointment ’ afteb commencement, thebe 

SHOUI.E BE * APPOINTMENT ’ OE THE HoTB-PBIEST AT EACH 

Rite. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa, the ‘ appointment ’ of the 
Hotr-prieat has been laid down, in the text — ‘ Agnirdevo etc. ’ ; — ^tho General 
Law indicates the admission of this at the I^fis performed as parts of the 
Soma-sacrifice. — But in connection with the Soma-sacrijke itself, the ‘ appoint- 
ment of the Hotr ’ has been laid down separately, in the text — ‘ Agnlrhota, 
etc hoiaram vrmte ’. 

In regard to this we proceed to consider the question — ^At the Isfis 
in question, should or should not there be the ‘ appointment of the Hotr ’ 
that has been laid down in connection with the Daraha-Purnamdsa ? 

• The Purvapah^a is as follows — “It should not be done; — why? — 
The Appointment is made for the purpose of securing the man’s services ; — 
the Hoty’s services for the performance of the entire Soma-sacrifice along 
with its accessories have been already secured by the ‘ appointment ’ in 
connection with -the Soma-sacrifice itself; — there can be no need for the 
securing of the services of one whose services liave been already secured ; 
hence the Appointment in question should not be done.” 

in answer to the above, we have the following Siddhanta; — Inasmuch 
as there is Appointment after commencement, there should he appointment 
of the Hotr-priest at each Bite ; — ^it is not right that the Appointment made in 
connection with the Soma-sacrifice will serve, through ‘ Extended Applica- 
tion the purposes of that Appointment also which is related to the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa ; — ^as a matter of fact, there is Appointment after commencement , — 
i.e. it is after the perfornaance has commenced that the appointment related 
to the Darsha-Purrmnidsa is mad© ; — Whence it cannot be meant for securing 
the services of the Priest ; — ^in fact it is meant to be a mere act by itself ; 
hence if it were not done, the performance would be defective to that extent. 
Hence the Appointment should be done separately with each of the Bites 
m question. 

SUTRA (36). 

“The Beahman-pbibst also if this be ubged [thbn the answer is 
as in the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

The Opponent says — “ If it is your view that, inasmuch as the Appoint- 
ment is done after commencement, the Appointment of the Hotr should 
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be done with each Rite, — ^then, inastnuch as the Brahman-Priest also is 
appointed after the performance has commenced, at the time of the bringing 
up of the PmniiEa- vessel, it follows that the appointment of this Priest 
also is an act by itself and as such this also should be done with each Rite ; 
— or you should point out some difference between the two cases {of the 
iJoir and the 

Sm'RA (37). 

That cannot be ; beoaxtsb in kbality, the appointment combs mrst ; 

AS IT IS EOR THAT. 

Bhdsya. 

The appointment of the Brahman-Priest should not be done at the Rites 
in question. — Why t— -Because the appointment comes first ; it is true that the 
appointment of the Brahman comes after the commencement of the Per- 
formance ; but prior to this appointment, the character of ‘ Brahman - 
Priest ’ is not there at all ; in fact all the functions of the Brahman come 
after his Appointment ; hence the appointment which is for the purpose of 
those functions must be regarded as subserving a sacrifice, and not an act 
by itself j it serves in fact the purpose of seeming the services of the Priest ; 
his services however have been already secured by means of his ‘ appoint- 
ment ’ done in connection with the Soma-sacrifice ; — Whence there need be 
no further appointment of that Priest (in connection with the Isfis). 

SUTRA (38). 

“ It eelatbs to what has been laid down ”, — ^ie this be toged 
[ then the answer is as in the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

The following argument might be put forward — ‘‘ The maidng of the 
Platform has been laid down as to be done on the Aupavasathya Day in 
connection with the Darsha-sacrijice, in the text — ‘ At the DarsJta-sacrifice^ 
on the previous day, he makes the Platform ’ ; — ^at this the commencement 
of the measuring out of the Platform is done by the Brahman-priest j so that 
the Brahman-priest also is one whose appointment (Uke that of the Hotr) 
is made ‘ after the commencement of the Performance 

SUTRA (39) 

Not so ; because thebe is no declaration. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been laid down as to be done at the Darsha-sacrifice, on the 
previoiis day, is the making, not the measuring ovi, of the Platform, — as 
there is no declaration ; the ‘ adopting ’ is done after the Brahman-priest has 
been ‘ appointed ’ in its own time ; as the ‘ Appointment ’ is for the purposes 
of the sacrificial perf »rmance. — “Bht the measuring out of the Platform is 
done before its making, and there ateo the s(ijBirt is to be made by the Brahman- 
priest.” , ‘ . 
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That is j in that ease here is another answer to the objection : — 
In the context ol the Darsha-Pufrmmma, the making of the Platform has 
been laid down as to be done after the securing of the offering-materials ; — 
the Appointment of the Brahnum-priesl also has been laid down as to be 
done before the frmctions of tliat Priest begin ; and as this must servo a 
visible purpose, it is taken as serving the purpose of securing the services of 
the Priest. Such being the ease, at DaraJm-sacrifice, ihie making of the 
Vedi is ‘ anticipated ’ in obedience to the direct declaration to that effect ; 
and when this ‘making’ has been ' anticipated the ‘measuring out’ is 
also ‘ anticipated — so also its commencement, as also the appointment of 
the Brahman-priest ; because accessories follow the time and place of their 
Primaries. Under the circumstances, at the Paimiamdsa sacrifice, the 
appointment of the Brahman-priest is done at the time of the bringing up 
of the Pranita, while at the DaraJm-sctcrifice, it is done on the previous day ; 
in both cases, before the functions of the Priest have commenced. Hence 
it follows that in both cases the Appointment serves the purpose of securing 
the services. Consequently this appointment of the Brahman-priest need not 
he done at each Rite, the services of the Brahman-priest having been already 
secured by the Appointment done at the Soma-sacrifice. 

SUTRA (40). 

“So SHOULD IT BE IN THE CASE OF THE HOTE ALSO ”, — ^IP THIS IS URGED 

[then the answer is as given in the next 8utra\. 

Bhdaya. 

Says the Opponent — “ If it is your view that — ‘ if the Appointment of 
the Braliman comes before the conunencemeut of the Performance, — ^and 
before his Appointment there is notliing to be done by that priest, — hence 
the Brahman-priest cannot- be one whose appointment has been already 
made’, — then the same should be the case with the Hotr atio ; for the Hotr 
also there is notljing to do before his appointment; and his appointment also 
is not an act by itself.” 

SUTRA (41). 

ISOT SO ; BECAUSE OF CONNECTION WITH ACTION. 

Bhdaya. 

As a matter of fact,' even before -Ids Appointmerd, the Hotr is connected 
with the definite action of Reciting the' Sdmiidhenl verses, — as laid down in 
the text' — ‘ Before being appointed, be- recites the Sdmidhmis \ — Fr<j:ri tliis 
it is clear that the Appointment of the JBotr is for an unseen purpose ; hence 
it shoxilcl be done at the JMssamyd and other I§tis in question. — As for the 
Appointment of the BrahnAn-priest, however, it is for a visible pur{)ose ; 
and as this puip) 0 .s 6 has boon Servedby .the Appoinlinent at the Soma- sacrifice, 
the Aj)pointment should not be done at the 103 in question. 



Adhikabaija (19) : At the Atithya-Isti, the ‘ BesprinMing ’ 
etc. of the Grass are not to he done in connection 
with each Rite. 

[See in this connection Sutras 4. 2. 29-30.] 

SUTRA (42). 

[PuBVAPAK§A] — “In CONNECTION WITH THE INJUNCTION EELATTNO- TO 

THE SaCEIFICE, AS THE ACTS DONE TO THE ESTABLISHED ENTITIES 
AEB DISTINCT, THEY SHOULt) BE PEEFOBMED IN CON- 
NECTION WITH EACH Rite.” 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Soma-sacrifice, we read — ‘ The givass used at 
the Atithya is also that of the Upasads and of the Agnlsomlya' \ — at this 
there are certain acts done to the entity in the shape of the Chopped Grass, — 
sxiGh as Washing, Bemoval of Tips, Sprinkling of the Boots. 

In regard to these there arises the question — At the'Atithya and otiior 
I^^is, where the performances are distinct, are these acts to be performed 
separately with each performance ? Or the other performances are helped, 
through ‘ Extended Application by the act that has been performed in 
connection with the Atithya itself ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “In connection with the Injv notion relating 
to tM Sacrifice, — i.e. the injunction relating to the Atithyct,- — ^in the form 
‘ The grass used at the Atithya is also that of the Upasada’ — ^the act that in 
done to the established entity should vary with each performance ; as the ■ 
rites of the Atithya and the rest have distinct performances of their own ; 
and in regard to this w© perceive the peculiarity that the Washing and other 
acts done at the performance of one Rite are subservient to that Rite | con - 
sequently, with every other performance, they should be repeated. In this 
way there is to be repetition of each of the acts. There can be no ‘ Extended 
Application ’ in this case, because neither the Upasads nor the Agm,^omhja 
are included in the Procedure of the Atithya.” 

SUTRA (43). 

[SiDDHANTA] — As A MATTER OP FACT, IT IS NOT SO ; BECAUSE IT HAS 

BEEN ALREADY DONE ; SPECIALLY AS THERE IS DECLABATION 
OF THAT. 

Bha§ya. 

As a matter of fact, the acts of Washing, etc. should not be done with 
each rite ,* — why ? — because it has been already done ; i.e. these acts have been 



2288 


SHABABA-BHl§YA ! 


already doae to the Grass at the ; and as the Grass has become duly 

embellished by that, there can be no need for the performance of these acts 
again.- — “But Embellishments subserve the purposes of Bites, and in this 
case the Bites are different, so that the Embellishments must appertain to 
that Bite alone in connection with which they are performed.”— The answer 
to this is that though the Embellishments are subservient to the Bites, 
they do not become related to any one Bite directly, like the Ashandapdliha 
<?) ; in fact, they become so related only indirectly through the -Gmss ; i.e. 
they become related to that Bite to which the Grass belongs. Now iii the 
case in question, the Grass is common to the Atithyd, the Upasads and the 
Agm^onuya. — “ How do you know that ? ” — There is declaration of that ; i.e. 
what the declaration ‘ the Grass at the Atithyd is also that of the Upasads 
and the Agmmmlya^ lays down is the fact of the Grass being common to 
the three Bites, and not the transference of anj?" accessory details. That 
this does not refer to the remnant of another sacrifice has been explained 
tmder Sutra 4. 2, 30. Such being the ease, the Embellishments done to 
the Grass at the Atithyd are useful at all the Bites in question ; and hence 
the Actei shotald not be repeated with each Bite. 


ADHiKABAisrA (20) ; The Mantra used at the Atiihydfor the 
^ Stararm '' {Spreading out, Scattering) of the Grass should 
he repeated in connection with the other Rites. 

SUTRA (44). 

On ACOotnsrT of the place being dipeeeent, the Mantea 

SHOULD BE EEPEATED. 

Bhdsya. 

At the same rite (of the Atiihyd) there is the Mavira iisod after the 
* Spreading ’ of the Grass ; — ^in regard to that we proceed to consider the 
question — ^Is this Mantra to be recited separately at the Agnl§ormya ? Or 
will the Mantra recited at the Atiihyd itself benefit the Agnlsomlya also, 
through ‘ Extended Application ’ ? 

The Purvapaksa being that — “ inasmuch as the Mantra is used in 
connection with the Grass that is common to both the Rites, there should be 
an ‘ extended application. ’ of the benefits of the Mantra recited at the 
Atvthyd to the Agnl§omtya, — in accordance with the conclusions of the 
foregoing Adhiharana ”, — ^the Siddhdrda in answer to it is as follows : — The 
Manira should he repeated, i.e. should be recited separately in connection 
with the Agnlsomlya. — Why ? — Because of the place being different j the 
two spots are different — {a) near the Northern Platform, and (6) at ihe 
Prdgavamsha ; and when the places are different, the Spreading should be 
repeated, the Mantra that goes with the Spreading is — ‘tJrndmradasantvd 
strijAmi ’ ; so when the Spreading is repeated, it is only right that this Mantra 
also should be repeated ; as all accessories are regulated by their Prirnaries. — 
Then again, the ‘ Spreading ’ (of Grass) is meant to be an Embellishment for 
the place; — and at the Atithyd the place that has been embellished I. that 
where the Prdgvamsha is located, not that of the Northern Platform, so 
that if the ^antra were not repeated, the Embellishment of the latter would 
remain defective. — ^Froia all this it follows that there should be repetition of 
the Mantra used in connetdion with the Spreading of Grass. 



Abhikarana (21) : Wlmn the Grass is taken over to another 
spot^ there shall be no repetition of the' Mantras 
related to the ‘ Sannahana ’ and the ‘ Harmia \ 

SUTRA (45). 

[PfrEVAPAKH4]^ — “ So AI^SO WITH THE ‘ SaNHAHAKA ’ (TyING' JTS ) A3SI> 

' Haeana ’ (Careytis'g) if this is urged [then the answer 
is as given in the next 

BMsya. 

At the Agnlsomlya offering, the C4rass is taken (from the x>]aee of the 
performance of the Afz//i^a) to the place of the Agmsomlya ; — -in eormcction 
with the (a) Sannahana (Tying nj)) and (6) Hararw (CaiTying) of the Ghass, 
Mantras have been, prescribed [(a) '" Pusd ie granthim had}mdm\ rniA (6) 

’’ Brhaspatermurdhnu harcirm 'X- 

In regard to this we proceed to consider the question — Are these Mantras- 
to be used wlien the Grass is taken from one place to the other at the Agn~i- 
^omlya-offering ? 

The Pumapak^a is as follows : — The Ifan/rae relating to the Tying u]) 
and the Carrying also shonld be treated similarly,— -i.e. like the Mantra 
relating to the Spreading; that is, they should be repeated separately. — 
Why ? — The reason has already been explained ;■ — viz. the two Mantras 
are related to the two acts of Tying up and Carrying, — and the acts are 
repeated, — hence it follows that the Mantras also should be repeated. Hence 
tisere should be separate recital of the Mantras.” 

SUTRA (46). 

[Siddhahta] — ^Not so ; as it is for a different purpose. 

BMsya. ‘ 

What has been suggested cannot Ize right. — ^Why ? — Because it is j or u 
different purpose ; — when the Grass has been cut down, its Tying up and 
Carrying are done for the pur);)ostJ of seeming it (for the Sacrifice) ; and in 
connection with these two acts, the two Mantras have been laid down, — 
which speak of tlie Grass as being acquired ; these Alaniras being — (a) ‘ Puyl 
te granthim hd&hndtu \ and {b) Brhaapatermurdhna hardmi \ — ^When liowever 
the tvro acts (of Tying up and Carrying) are done for the purpose of carrying, 
from one places to another, of w'hat has been already acquired, — inasmuch 
as this is ■ a p\.irpose totally different, and pertains to an. act not connected 
with the Archetype, — they cannot take up the Alantras ; — for example, at 
the Atithyd itself, when the Grass is carried from the place of the Qdrhapatya 
to tlmt of the Ahavantya, for the purpose of being washed, the Mantra con- 
nected vrith Carrying is not recited ; the same should be done in the case in 
question also. 


End o_f Pdda i of Adhydya XI J. 



ADHYAYA XII. 
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Abhikabana (1) : The ‘ Vihdra ' {Altar-Fire) is to he used 
only for Vedic performances. 

SUTRA (1). 

[PtfBTAPAK^A — cmtmmd ] — The Aetae should sebve the pubposes 

OE WOELDEY ACTS, ' BECAUSE IT IS CAPABLE OF 

Doma so.” 

BMsya. 

The teycm ‘ vihara \ ‘ Altar stands here ‘for the Triad of Fires — 
Garhapatya, Dak^inagni and Aha.vanlya, — so called beeanse of ‘ viharaya ’ 
(act of Flourishing). 

[The question is — Are these Fires to be nsed for Vedic (religions) acts 
only ? Or for secular acts only ? — Or for both ?] 

The Purmpaksa is as follows : — ‘ ‘ Tins Fire-triad should serve the purposes 
of — ^help to accomplish — the worldly acts — of Pdrvand, Sthdlipaka and other 
rites, — and also other acts that are performed with the help of Fir^ such 
as cooking, burning, illumim,ing arfd so forth ; — because it is capable of doing 
so ; i.e. it is capable of being used for the throwing in of the oblations, 
and for the cooking of things.— When the Fire is brought into existmoe, — 
in accordance with the Injunction ‘ The Brahmana should install the Fires 
in the spring it is not in connection with any particular act ; hence it 
should be used for each and every such act as it may Ije capable of accom- 
plishing ; — only thus would its Bringing into Existeme be useful.” 

s’Otra m. 

iJK’nYATAKSA-Hxnwliided ] — “ The pbohibitioh of gookinq meat also 

POINTS TO THE SAME OONCLFSION.” 



" The prxdhibition of cooking meat also, points to the same conclusion , — 
m arrived at through reasoning (in the preceding Sutra) ; — this proliibi- 
tion being contained in the text — ‘ They should not cook meat ; if they did, 
they could make it fit for caarniy^uus. animals f this cooking of meat must 
mean the ordinary cooking,, as the .cqo]^pl^ ,of .meat for Vedic sacrifices is 
done at the Shdmilra Fire.^* 
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SUTRA (3). 

[SiDDHANTA]— A s A MATTER OF FACT, BBCAITSE OF SPECIFICATION, THE 
PURPOSE SERVED MUST BE THAT OF THE VeDIO ACTS. 

Bkdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the said Vihdra (Fire-triad) should serve the pur- 
poses of the Vedic Acts, — ^not of the worldly acts. — ^Why so ? — Because oj 
specification ; i.e. the purpose served by the Qdrhapatya and other consecrated 
Fires {Qdrhapatya, JDaTcswAgni and Ahavanlya) is clearly specified in sucb 
texts as — ‘ Yaddhavaniye jiikoti tena so’sydbhistah pnto bhavati ’ [‘ When one 
pours oblations into the Ahavanlya, etc.’]; the information desired at the 
time of the bringing into existence of these Fires, as to the purpose to be 
served by them, is supplied by these texts ; hence it follows that it is for 
the purpose of these (Vedic acts, like the Pouring of Oblations) that the Fires 
are brought into existence ; — and hence they should not be used in con- 
nection with worldly acts. 

“ This may preclude such ordinary acts as the Cooking of Food and the 
like, not such acts as the cooking of the Sthdllpdha-ojfering, which also, as 
oblations, are capable of being poxired into the Ahavanlya Fire.” 

This does not affect the case ; the text quoted — ‘ Yaddhavaniye juhoti ’ — 
is restrictive in its application ; in the absence of this text, it would be open 
to people to pour the oblations into the Ahavanlya Fire, as also elsewhere ; 
hence there is this restrictive injunction (that ‘ Oblations should be offered 
in the Ahavanlya Fire, only ’) ; such a restrictive injunction is possible only 
in oases where there is likelihood of no restriction being observed; this likelihood 
is present in the case of Vedic acts alone, because for the ordinary worldly 
acts, the receptacle (substratum) has been definitely laid down as the 
Aupdsana Fire. Hence we conclude tliat it is not possible for these 
ordinary acts to be done in the Ahavanlya Fire. 


SUTRA (4). 

Also because the ‘ AupIsana Fire ’ is found even when it 
(the Fere-triad) is there. 

Bhdsya. 

Even when the Fire4riad is present, the Aupdsana Fire is mentioned as 
being used, — in the text, ‘ When one desires that the Kingdom should descend 
to liis offspring, for him ^ obUalAdns ^h&idd be offered into the Aupdsana 
Fire\ This text refers tOi' a time when the Rdjasuya Sacrifice has com- 
menced ; and at that tim"- the ^ire-triad is present there ; — if then this same 
l^'ire triad were to serve the pur|)o^i^ of the ordinary acts also, there would 
iji‘ jio need for the Aupdsana Pirn whilO the said Triad was there. 
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SUTRA (5). 

Also because we eind legation. 

Bhdsya. 

The following text indicates the negation of meat-coohing in the con- 
secrated Fire-triad — " Mdmstyanti ha vd, etc. ..... vidyate ’ ; this prohibits 
even the touch of meat in regard to the Fire-triad, apart from the Pctshu- 
handha sacriftce from this also it follows that this Fire-triad is not to be 
used in connection with ordinary acts. • 

SUTRA (6). 

As REGARDS ‘ MEAT-COOKIlirG IT IS THE PROHIBITION OP WHA.T HAS 
BEEN ENJOINED ; BECAUSE OP CONNECTION WITH OBLATION- 
OEEBRING. 



As regards the argiunent that — “ the prohibition of cooking meat also 
points to the same <^onclusion ” (Su. 2), — ^the fact of the matter is that it 
U the prohibition of what has been enjoined ; the cooking of the Omentum has 
been enjoined as to be done at the Ahavanlya Fire ; and it is the prohibition 
of this that is contained in the text quoted [‘ Mamsam na pachlyuTj,, etc.’]. — 
How so ? — (o) Because the possibility of the cooking is there, — (b) also because 
of connection with oblation-offering, — expressed in the text ‘ They do not 
cook meat at that Fire in which they offer oblations *, which is the sentence 
following (s\ipplementary to) the quoted text ; — it is into the Ahavanlya 
Fire that oblations are offered ; hence the prohibition quoted should be taken 
as referring to the cooking of the Omentum. , 

SUTRA (7). 

Or, the text quoted may be taken as supplementary to the 

ISOLATED INJUNCTION ‘ DAK§INASMIN, BTO.% 

Eha^ya* 

This is another answer to the Purvapak§a argument — ^It has been 
declared in the following text that the Lady is to cook the Food in the 
Daksindgni (one of the three consecrated Fires) — * Yadd dntayadosdnmdmsam 
vratakdryl upddlyate tadd tanna dak^pdgncm shrapayitavyam ’ [* If the meat 
is used on account of digestive troipbkp^ it should not be cooked on the 
Daksinagni’] [which means that in .fdl ordinary cases, the meat is to be 
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cooked oa the Dahsindgni Fire] ; to tliis sentence, which pohits to the cooking 
of meat as to be done on the Dakskidgni Fire, we have the soppieraojitary 
statement ‘ apart from the meat ’ — -which declaration is found in connection 
with the text ‘ Fd sarasmfi vesJhmnati, etc.’, which speaks of the offering of 
oblations into the Dahsindgni Fire ; from this it follows that the prohibition 
in question refers to the Dahsindgni. 



Adhikabana (2): The ' Calce-'offering’' should he unade in 
conMeetion ivith iJie ' Eaimilyc^^^ 

SUTRA (8). 

f — '■ ThEJRU yiiOFLD BE MO CaKE IN CONNECTION WITH THE 

‘Savaniv>. a because it is for the pfrfose of ‘ covering 
iJV THE lUUJi and this FERPOSE IS SERVED BY 
OTHEBS/’ 

Bhmya. 

j fn cotiiifctNus With tlif J gHh-^cmlya-rui Imal sricrificeithe Cake-offering has been 
enjuiht-'Li ; — li.i- ui-'»onl-sacrijtoe iB an eetype < modification) of the Agm- 

numign, T'ii'.' .'i.e.-Jina i-ornection Arith the latter, *Sai?ar??w/a, should there be 

t?ic IV/.-t t If not t'j 

'riir Prirvapnk^n a? — '"In rotmcrfian with the- Savanlya 

Miujia} ( 1 ‘f'te sh >i,ld os no Cake , — nt? Oiiko-offoriug sh-Aitd be made. — ^^Vhy ?~ 
liecMHst a i6 for fl >' jfitrpose of cor>’,!ng up the hoie. ; ilitil. the Oake is meant 
to cover isp th- liojc- of the Asiiieai has been thns declared — ‘When the 
maeutuni is tal'.cn o' t of the Amimal, there is a- hole in it, tvhen the Cake of 
bai’iey-corn is m.Klt-. ii comts \)p that hole and renders the Animal hole-less h 
--And ihi-i p'lrpo-^i' .-erre I by others:, (in conneotion with the Samnlya) 
this }>ta'j)osi^ servi-tl “ h\' oi la-rs i.e. by tiie Samnlya-cakes [m that for 
the ‘-ame tjurpo"-, B.u'iey-c.ikts ore nut needctlj; there is the following 
deelos'atioji in eomucD-iii vvith the Scti^iinlya-iakcs — Alt each extraction, 
8av(Xiiiya-cakc‘s are olUrcd, for th<‘ ].nirpose of covering up the holes and for 
i-ecitriiig hok -le-s-ne-s Tims, this purpose hating been already served, 
the to her CAke becoine, excluded.'’ 

SUTRA (9).' ■ 

[SlDDHlNTAj — As A MATTER OP FACT, THERE SHOULD BE MAKING OF THE 

Cake-offering ; as it is ’ for the sake of the Deity. 
Bhdsya. 

Is a matter of fact, the Meat-Gake-offering must be made.^ — ^Why ? — 
Because it is for the sake of the Deity ; it lias been esxplained under Su. 10. 1. 11 
that this Cake serves the purpose of erubellisliing the Deity, specially because 
like the syllable ‘ avahd % the subsidiaries are always related to a purpose. — 
Nor is the Cake meant for ‘ covering up the hole as this statement is not 
in keeping with perceptible facts [the Oake does not cover up the hole made 
by the removal of the omentum} ; hence the statement should be taken as a 
purely commendatory deolaratipn, in support of the injunction of the Cake- 
offering. In coimeetion with the Samniyu eko, the same statement (regarding 



the covering up of the Hole) is purely commendatory. Hence the Oake 
offering should be made in connection with the Savanvya, in accordance with 
the General Law. 

.3UTRA (10). 

Also because we find indicative texts. 

BhcLsya. 

There is the declaration — ‘At the Morning-Extraction, they proceed 
with the omentum, — at the Midday Extraction, with the Calce ^ — and at the 
Third Extraction, with the limbs’; this sentence, which lays down the 
various procedures, mentions the Cake ; for this reason also the Cake offering 
has to be made. 


Adhikaeana (3) : In connectimi with the ‘ Savamya-Cake ' ^ 
there shall he no ‘ Inviting of the Offering s-nmker \ 

SUTRA (11). 

At the SavanIya, thebe shall be no ‘ oefebings-makeb ’ ; having 

BEEN INVITED IN CONNECTION mTH THE ‘ AnIMAL-SAOEIEICB 
SHE WOULD BE THEBE ALBEADY AND WOULD DO THE NEED- 
FUL, — ^IF, INDEED, AT THE ABCHETYPE, SHE WEBE 
lyiEANT FOB ALL THE OFFEBINGS. 

Bhdsya, 

In comiection with the Sammya-cahes. there shall be no ‘ Inviting of 
the Offerings -maker ' ; — ^why ? — because having been invited in coniiection 
with {he Animal-sacrifice, — and the Savaniyas fall within the Animal-aacrifi,ce, 
— she would be there already, and would do the needful, simply by way of 
‘ extended application % and there can be no need for inviting her again. 

“ But as a matter of fact, there is no ' offerings-maker ’ at the Animal- 
sacrifice ’ ; — the wife (who is the offerings-maker) is meant for preparing the 
vegetable and grain offering-materials and for tlu'eshing the com ; as is going 
to be explained tmder the Samharsa Section tliat ' the wife is spoken of as if 
she were equal 

If, indeed, at the Archetype, she were meant for all the offerings ; — if tlie 
wife were meant to prepare all tht* vitrious kinds of offerings — Clarified 
Butter, Vegetable and Grains, Curd-Butter -Mixture, — then the above 
question tvould arise. 

Tins is thus a purely hj.'pothetical discussion. 


ApTTTTf A-RANA (4) I At the Third ExtrocUon, the '‘ Inviting 
of the Offerings-maker ’ is not to he repeated, 

SUTRA (12). 

[PfTRVAPAK§A]— “ In connection WITH THE OaKBS OE THE ThIRD 

’ Extraction —AS also with the ‘ Saumya ’ and ‘ Ashwa ’ 

OFFERINGS,— SHE SHOULD BE THERE ; AS THESE HAVE 
BEEN LAID DOWN AS TO BE MADE AFTER THE 
ANIMAL-OFFERING HAS BEEN COOKED, 

AND HENCE SHE WILL HAVE 
FINISHED HER 
WORK.” 

Bhdsya, 

[At the Third Extraction, there is an offering of Cooked Rice to Soma 
and also offerings of Cakes ; the question arises — Should the offerings-maher 
he invited for the purpose of preparing this Cooked Rice ?] 

The Purvapahsa is as follows : — “ In connection with the Cakes of the 
Third Bcctraction,-~m also’ with the Cooked Rice-offerings to Soma and the 
Ashvins, — ^the ‘ offerings-maker ’ should be invited separately ; — ^why ? — 
because these offerings have been laid down as to he made after the Animal 
{Meat) has been cooked ; all these offerings in question have been laid down 
as coming after the meat has been cooked ; and by that time the ‘ offerings- 
maker ’ connected with the Animal-offering will have finished her work 
and retired ; hence it is necessary to invite another offerings-maker.^^ 

SUTRA (13). 

[SiDDHINTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, BEING ENGAGED IN THE SACRIFICE, 
SHE WOULD BE FREE ONLY AT.THE END OF THE SACRIFICE. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, it is not necessary to invite another offerings-maker ; 
the one already invited would be there and do the needful. — She cannot be 
regarded as having done her duty and hence absolved from all further respon- 
sibility (after having cooked the Meat) ; because as a matter of fact, she is 
not so free. — ^Why ? — Because being engage in the Sacrifice ; she has been 
engaged in txie j^erformance of the whole Pashvbandha (Animal) Sacrifice, — 
not only for doing certain things in the beginning, but for helpmg in the 
fulfilment of aU the accessories of the Sacrifice, — as is clear from the Mantra, 
‘ Kastvd yunahti, satvd ywnakti, etc.’, with which she has been engaged; — 
hence the right thing is that she should be free only at the end^ of the Sacrifice ; 
. because it is just* possible that some such contingency would arise under which 
she might be required to do something. — ^Prom aU this it foUows that it 
cannot be necessary to invite another offerings-maker. 


Adhikarana (5) : At theNisU-Yajna {Nocturnal Sacrifice) 
the Procedure of the Darsha- sacrifice is to he, adopted. 

>SUTRA (H). 

;Pt?EVAPAKSA — continued] — “ At the Nism-YAjffA, theeb can be no 

EOOM EOE THE AeGHETYPAL PEOCEDHEE ; AS THIS SaOEIPICE 
HAS BEEN DIEEOTLY ENJOINED.” 

BMsya. 

There ks the following declaration— ‘ Agnaye Ta%§oghnS §takapSlam 
mrmpid yo rak^ohhyo hihhiyat ’ [‘ One who may he afraid of demons, should 
offer the Oake baked on eight pans to Agni the Demon-destroyer ’] ; in tliis same 
connection we read again — ‘ On the Moonless Day one should perform the 
Sacrifice at. night 

In regard to this latter, there arises the question — At this Nocturnal 
Sacrifice- should the Procedure of the Darsha-sacrifice be adopted or not ? 

The jF urva^ahaa is as follow.s — “ At the Nocturnal Sacrifice, there is no 
room for- the Archetypal procedure ; i.e, the Procedure of the Darsha cannot 
be extended to it. — ‘ Why ? ’ — Because it has been directly enjoined ? — tliis 
Nocturnal Sacrifice has been enjoined directly, in the text ‘ If one fears 
demons, he should offer, etc. etc.’— ‘ IVhat if it is so enjoined ? ’ — ^Prom this 
it is concluded that this Sacrifice has come into existence independently, 
by itself, — and does not form part of the Procedure of any other Sacrifice, — 
in the manner in which the ‘ meat-cake-offering ’ forms part of the Agnl- 
fonuya- Animal-sacrifice, as laid down in the text — "Vapayd pracharya, etc.’ 
[* After having dealt with the Omentum, he offers the meaji-cake baked on 
eleven pans, to Agm-Somci'] ; — or in the maimer in wliich the Vensnava 
offering forms part of the Y aishixideva-oR&nxig, as laid down in the text, 
* Yadadh-o'vamrdyeta yachcha sphya dshlishyeta tad visnave urukramdya 
avadyit ’ [‘ What falls down below and what becomes smeared in the Sphya 
should be offered to Vi^pu-Urukrama — Objection ; ‘ The presence of the 

term a7n-dvdsydydm, on the Moonless Day, clearly indicates that the offering 
spoken of falls within the Amdvdsyd (Darsha) sacrifice — Answer — ^The term 
‘ amdvdayS, * is not the naihe of a sacrifice ; in fact, it denotes a point of time ; 
by direct denotation, it stands for the particular point of time, and it is only 
by indirect indication that it can 'stand for the Sacrifice (performed at that 
time) ; and direct denotation is more logical than Indirect Indication. Thus 
shen, when the Sacrifice in question is not found to he mentioned as part of 
che procedure of, any particular sacrifice, thS procedure of which sacrifice 
jould it take in ? — ^It follows , bloom tHs that the Sacrifice in question is 
-.ndependent (and must have its 0\yn, distinct Procedure).” - i - 
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SOTRA (15). 

ATAXIA-— continued}— Thebe should be a distestot pboobduee,. 

BECAUSE THEBE IS DIEEEBENOE OE TIME AHD 
SENTBHCE.” 

Bhd§ya. 

“ ,(o) Became there is difference of time, and (&) became there is difference 
of sentence [therefore the Prooedtire should be distinct]. 

“ (a) Difference of time — The ITocturnal Sacrifice in qtiestion is performed 
on the Moonless Day at night, while the Darsha-saarifice is performed on the 
New Mo<m Day duri-ng the day -, if the Procedure of the Darsha were adopted 
at the Nocturnal Sacrifice, it would be defective on the point of time and 
hence could not benefit this latter sacrifice, — ‘ How then can such benefit be 
conferred ? ’ — It can be conferred only in the way in which the Prayajas 
help the Meat-cake-offering, only when they are performed while the Animal 
is still -there ; the reason for which has been already explained above (under 
Su. 12. 1. 4), where ^ it has been shown that ‘ there should be no repetition 
simply for the benefit of an accessory detail’. — In the present case (of the 
Nocturnal Sacrifice) the Darsha-saerifke will not have been performed on the 
day ; hence its procedure should be independent (of the Darsha), in order to 
be free from that defect. — (b) Also became there is difference of sentence j 
-r-ithe two sentences — ‘ One should perform the Darsha-sacrifice on the 
Moonless Day ’ and ‘ On the Moonless Day one should perform the sacrifice 
at night ’—occur in two different places; one is fotmd- in the section on 
‘ Darsha-Purrutmdsa and the other in the section on ‘ Prospective Sacrifices 
— ‘ What if it is so ? ’ — If the two were in the same place, then, it would 
have been understood that the Sacrifice laid down (in the second sentence) 
as to be performed ‘ at night is on that same day that has 'been mentioned 
for the Darsha-sacrifice in the first sentence, ‘ one should perform the 
sacrifice on the Moonless Day ’ ; and this would mean that the sacrifice at 
night is included in the Procedure of the Darsha-sacrifice. When however, 
the sentences are found in two different places, it follows that the Moonless 
Day has been laid down as the tune for the Nocturnal Sacrifice in the same 
manner as for the Darsha-sacrifice (so that there is no interdependence 
between the two, both being equaUy independent). When two sacrifices are 
performed at the same time, there can be no question of ‘ extended applica- 
tion ’ ; for instance, though the Eotypal are performed at the same time 
as the Darsha-Purnarndsa sacrifices, yet they do not depend upon (or take in) 
the Procedure of the Darsha-Pumarn&sa. — ^From all this it follows that the 
Procedure (of the Nocturnal Sacrifice) should be different (from that of the 
DarshaSacrifice).” 



ADHYAYA XH, PIDA II, ADHIKAEASA (5). 

SUTRA (16). 


I'cJOl 


[PfRVAPAKSA — conduiUd']—' The ' levelling of the Platform ' and 

THE ‘ Vow ’ HOWEVER SHOULD BE THE SAME, AS (OTHER^VISE) 
THERE WOULD BE AN INCONGRUITY.” 

Bhdsya. 

'‘ The question being— if this is the absolute rule that the whole 
procedure (at the Xoetxu'nal Sacrifice) shotxld be different, — the answer is 
that that is not so ; the two details,— of Xet’e/Zmg' the Platform and heepxno 
the Voio should he the same; when the LeveUing of the Platform has been done 
at the Darsha-aaerifice, there can be no need for levelling it again, in fact, it 
would be only spoiling what has been already done ; — as for the Fo?c (that 
ha.s been taken tip in connection xvith the Dnrsha), so long as it has not been 
relincpiisl'ied. it cannot be taken ixp again ; even if it were taken up, it woxxld 
be only doing what has been already done and hence entirely futile, — These 
two details therefore .should remain the .same for the Xoeturnal Sacrifice.” 


SUTRA (17). 

.[SiDDHANTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, IT SHOULD HAVE THE Sa^IE PROCE- 
DURE, BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN ENJOINED IN THE MIDST OF THAT 

Procedure ; — ^like the Savaniya. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the Xoctiirnal Sacrifice should havtthe same Procedtire, 
— i.e. the Procedxire of the Da?'sha -Sacrifice , — and it .should not be indepen- 
dent by itself. — " Why ? ” — Because it has been enjoined in the midst of that 
Procedure : as a matter of fact, the Nocturnal Sacrifice has been ehjoined 
in the midst of the Procedure of the Darsha-Sacrifice, in the sentence — 
‘ One should make the 'oflEering at night, on the Amdvdsyd \ — “It has been 
pointed out that the term ‘ amdvdsyd ’ here stands for the time (day) not 
for the sacrifice (of that name, .Dars/j a) ”.—Tnte, the term denotes time; 
but that time also forms part of the Procedure ; so that being enjoined in 
connection with that time, the sacrifice also comes to be enjoined in the 
midst of that same Procedure.-r^A^ in the case of the Savaniya ; the Sava^iiya 
oakes. for instance, have not been enjoined in reference tb the ‘.Animal- 
sacrifice and yet they are ta,ken as enjoined in the midst of the Procedure 
•of that sacrifice, on the ground. -that the place in which they are enjoined 
is included in the Prooedt^e of ^ia Aniiiial sacrifice. Similarly the Nocturnal 
Sacrifice in question falling ip,; f^e 'mid^ of the Procedure of the Darsha- 
sacrifice, cannot, like the Savamya, stand by itself. 
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SCTRA (18). 

Tas SAME ‘ Fujjl and Grass ’ however cannot help the Nocturnal. 

SaCRIEICEj by reason OE DBEBCTIVBNESS ; so ALSO THE Aonyanv- 
SdhIna (Secondary Fire-installation), IE IT IS EOR 
THE PURPOSE OE ADOPTING TB^E DbiTY. 

Ehdsya. 

Qttestion — “ Is this an absolute rule that all the needs of the Nocturnal 
Sacrifice are fulfilled by the Procedure of the DarsTia-sacrifice ? ” 

Answer — ^Not so ; that same ‘ Fuel and Grass ’ would not serve its 
pxxrpose. — Why? — By reason of defectiveness ; the Fuel is meant for the 
kindling of the Fire; if it is placed on the Fire on the New Moon Day, it 
cannot accomplish the kindling of the Fire at the Nocturnal Sacrifice 
which is performed on the (preceding) Moonless Night ; — similarly the 
Orass also, which is for the purpose of being spread over the Platform. In 
case both these (Fuel and Gre.ss) were applied to the Nocturnal Sacrifice, 
this sacrifice would certainly become def^tive ; hence these two should be 
brought in separately. 

So also the Agnyanvadhana, if it is for the purpose of adopting the deity 
if the AgnyanvGdhdna is meant for tbe purpose of adopting the Deity, 
then that also should be performed separately (for the Nocturnal Sacrifice). 
The Agnyanvadharta that is done at the primary sacrifice {JDarsha) takes 
in the deities of the Darsha-sacrifice ; — the Eak§oghna Agni is not for the 
purpose of including those deities ; if then, the Anvddhdna of that Fire is 
for the maintaining of the Fire, then, as this maintaining of the Fire has 
been done already at the primary sacrifice, it should not be done again to 
the Fire. — But that the A gnyanvddhdna in question is for the purpose of 
adopting the Deity is shown by the following supplementary declaration 

— ‘ Marndgne varcho vihave devoid eva purvedyuh parigfhvtdh shvohhute 

yafaiV 



Adhikarana (6) : The ‘ Ararnhhanlyd-Isti ’ should he 
performed at the Ectypal sacrifices. 

Bhd§ya. 

The Opponent raises the following questions : — 

SUTRA (19). 

[PiQbvapak§a] — “ At the Ectypal sacrifice, the IeambhaeIyI shall 

HOT BE PERFORMED ; BECAHSE IT FALLS WITHIN THE TIME OF 

THE Archetype, — and in connection with this 

LATTER, IT HAS BEEN ALREADY PERFORMED.” 



The question being — ^at the Ectypal sacri6ces, should the AramhTianiya 
connected with the Darshxi-Purmmma be performed or not ? — the Purva- 
paksa is as follows : — ” It shall not be performed ; — ^why ’ — 'became it falls 
within ike time of the Archetype ; the ‘ Archetype ’ is the Daraha-Pur^mdsa, and 
its time has been laid down as — ‘ One should perform the Darska-Purmiinaaa 
as long as one lives ’ ; and all Ectypal sacrifices fall within this tinie (‘ life 
long’) ; — and in connection with this latter, it has been already performed ; 
i.e. at the beginning of the life-long performance of the Darsha-Pun^mdsa, 
the Arasnbhanlyd has already been performed ; and it has been explained 
rmder Su. 9. 1. 36 that ‘Inasmuch as the performance lasts throughout 
one’s life, there is to be a single beginning once only ’ •, — ^and the Aram- 
bhanlyd, thus performed once, would benefit the Ectypal sacrifices also, 
through ‘ extended application * ; hence there should be no separate 
performance in connection with these.” 

SUTRA (20). 

[SlDDHlNTA] — ^AS A MATTER OF FACT, THERE SHOULD BE PERFORMANCE 
OF IT, BECAUSE THE TIME IS NOT AUXILIARY TO IT. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the Armnbhaniyd should be performed at the 
ectypal sacrifices. — ^Why ? — ^Because it comes in by virtue of the General 
Law. — “ But it has been pointed out that, inasmuch as the Arambhanlyd 
falls within the time of the Archetype, it helps the Ectypes by ‘ extended 
application ’ therefrom [and hence it should not be performed over again, 
separately in connection with the ectypes) — But the time ‘ life-long ’ is 
not an auxiliary to the Archetype ; it is a detail belonging to the Performer, 
as shown under Su. 2. 4. 2 ; i.e. the said time appertains to that ‘ observance * 


-w'hich belongs to the Performer; the time for the Darsha-Purnamasa 
being the Moonless Day and the Full-Moon Day. From this it is clear 
that the Ectypes do not fall within the Procedure of the performance of the 
Darsha-Purimmdsa ; hence the AramUhaniya cannot help them by ‘ extended 
application’. 

Objection — “ The incongnuty pointed out by the Purvapak§in was 
based on one thing, while the answer given by the Siddhantin is on the basis 
of something totally different ; the incongruity pointed out was on the basis 
of the time ‘ life-long ’ being that of the Darsha-Punmmdsa, wMle the answer 
offered is on the basis of the idea that the said time pertains to the Performer’s 
observance.” 

Answer — There are answer's on the basis of other explanations also (as 
the following). 

SUTRA (21). 

Also beoattse oe the difeebehce m the ‘ Bechnking 
Bhcisya. 

Uie ‘ J^rcmhha ’ (Beginning) of the Archetype is different from that of 
the Ectype ; at the time that the beginning of the Archetype comes in, the 
Ect3rpe has riot come into existence at all ; as it is prompted by a certain 
desire or by a particular occasion ;-^h6nce the ' drambha beginnirig, of the 
Ectype cannot be accomplished by that of the Archetype. Tims then the 
Arambha of the two being <hffereint, the Aranibha'^lyd-Isti, which is consequent 
upon the Arambha, must be different ; so that there should be a separate 
performance of the Arambhamyd at the Ectypal sacrifices. 


Adhikabana (7) : When there is conflict among details of 
the Main sacriflces, the details performed should he 
those appertaining to a majority of them. 

SUTRA (22). 

When thebe is oongeegatioh of Sacrifices with mutually incom- 
patible DETAILS, THE COURSE ADOPTED SHOULD BE SUCH AS TO 
secure the details common to THE LARGEST 
NUMBER, 

Bhdsya. 

In the ‘ Panchadashardtra ’ (Fifteen Days) Sacrifice, the fust ‘ day ’ 
•consists of the one-day sacrifice of the ‘ Agnisfut ’ ; — then comes the ‘ three 
days’ sacrifice ’ consisting of ^ Jyotih-CHauh-Ayuh ^ ; — ^the remaining ‘Eleven 
Days ’ are modifications of the Archetype ‘ Dvddashdha ’ (‘ Twelve Days’ 
sacrifice’). — When there is a conflict — inconjipatibility — among the details of 
these ‘ Eleven Days ’ and those of the ‘ Agni§tut ’ [these two hsAfing different 
■details, as being modifications of different Archetypes], — the question 
arises — Should the details adopted be those of the ‘ Eleven Days ’, or those 
of the Agni^tut ? 

Objection — “ It has been already settled under Sutra 7. 4. 15, that when 
there is a conflict between the indications of the General Law and those of 
the ‘Name’j the details adopted should be those of the ‘One-day’ sacrifice 
[i.e. according to Aajne].” 

Answer — The conclusion arrived at there is now discussed again from 
another standpoint. Or we may regard the present discussion to be based 
upon the conflict between the indications of two ‘ Karnes ’ [not between 
those of the General Law and those of the ‘ Name ’, as under 7. 4. 15]. 

The Siddhanta on the question raised is as follows: — When there is 
congregation — in the ‘ Fifteen Days’ sacrifice ’, — of sacrifices with mutuaUy 
incompatible details, — e.g. of the ‘ Eleven Days’ sacrifice ’ and the ‘ Agni^ut \ 
— the course adopted should be such as to secure the details common to the largest 
number, — ^i.e. of the ‘ Eleven Days’ sacrifice ’ ; i,e, the details adopted should 
be those of the ‘ Eleven Days’ sacrifice ’. — “ On what grounds ? ” — On 
the ground of the largest number itself ; when a large mimber of sacrifices is 
equipped with full details, the result obtained is a larger one ; whereas when 
only one sacrifice is equipped with full details, the result obtained is a small 
one. Such is fotmd to be the case in ordinary life; e.g. when in a room 
there are eleven lamps fully equipped with oil and wicks, the light obtained 
is a strong one, whereas in th6 other case (if there is only one lamp so 
•equipped), the light obtained is e, faint one. 

“What woxild be the practical effect of this conclusion in the case in 
question ? ” 

The effect is that while the Svibrahina^yd verse at the Agni§t%U {one -day 
sacrifice) is the Agneyi, — ^that at aU the other ‘Days ’ it is the Aindn, [Hence 
it is the Aindrl that shotfid be adopted.] 


Adhickaeaij^a (8) : Whm the conflicting details belong to an 
equal number of sacriflces, that belonging to the first 
one should be adopted. 

SUTRA (23). 

The principal one should be adopted, because of its injunction 

COMING FIRST. 



In a case where the conflict is between the Detail of an equal number of 
Main Sacrifices, that detail should be adopted which is the principal one ; 
e.g. there are the two details laid down in the two texts- — ‘ One should offer 
to Agni-Vimu the Cake baked on Eleven Pans’, and ‘In the afternoon, 
one offers the Clarified Butter to Sarmvatl ’ ; — ^here the course adopted is 
that related to Agni-Virnu which is the principal one ; — ^why ? — because its 
injunction comes first ; i.e. because it has been enjoined before the other one ; 
i.e. in the Vedic texts, the one bearing upon Agni-Vi^,u comes first in order 
of sequence, hence that is the comrse that should be adopted ; because the 
details appertaining to this course are without opposition from any quarter 
(as no other details have been enjoined previously) ; while as regards the 
other course relating to Sarasvatl, the details relating thereto are faced by 
the opposition of the injunction that has gone before it ; the details relating 
to the seci ud deity {Sarasvatl) comes in after those relating to the former 
{Agni-Vi^/i>.i) ; and when the details of the former have been already per- 
formed, the latter also has its purposes served by the same, so that the 
details relating to this latter become excluded. 

Some fteopl© think that in ever^’- case it is the coiuse relating to the 
first one that should be adopted. — According to these, in the case of the 
• Fifteen Days’ Sacrifice ’ also the details adopted should be those relating 
to the principal (first) one. 

SUTRA (24). 

Thebe is also a text indicative of the same conclusion. 
Bhd§ya. 

There is a text also which points to the superiority of what comes first 
in order of sequence—' Adhvarasya pUrvamathdgneh updyi hi etai karma 
yadagnikamux ’ ; and again, ‘ Tathd' mi purvavasdyino jaghanydvasdyindm 
na niyante nehdvasyasi nehamsycmti Svamevaitat 


Adhikarana (9) : When there is confiict among the details 
of 8uhsidiaries mid Primaries, the details of the Primary 
are. to he regarded as superior in authority. 

StTRA (25). 

When* THERE conflict amoxg the details of Subsidiaries (and 
Primaries).— INASMUCH as it is foe that purpose, [it is 
THE former that SHOULD BE EXCLUDED]. 

Bkdsya, 

In coimeeti«.«i witli the Jyotiftoma. there is the Dlk.mryiya-I§ti, iaicl down 
in the text — ‘ Wlieu going to be initiated, one should offer to Agni-Vi§yi.n: 
A cake baked on eleven pans ‘ in course of this Istl, there is the Sutyd 
” Day ’ ; — the ime for these two are the two Parvans, according to the text — 
‘ One who perforins the Isti. or the Animal-sacrifice, or the Soma-sacrifice, 
shonld perform it on the Aloonless Day or the Fttll-Moon Day ’. — In 
connection with all this, there are oa.ses where ‘there is ojie Initiation and 
three Upasads ' [the latter being done on the Sutya dayl ; — when there is a 
conflict regarding the time, the question arises— should the Initiation be 
performed on the prescribed Parva-day, and the Sutya on a Non-Parva-day ? 
or vice-versa 1 

Tlie PurvajKiksa is tliat "' the Initiation should! be performed on the 
prescribed day. as that is the first to be enjoined.” 

In answer to this w’e have the following Siddhdnta ; — ^In a case where there 
is conflict between the details of the Subsidiary and the details of the Primarj-, 
it is the details of tiie subsidiary that should be excluded, — ^W'hy ? — Because 
it is jar that purpose ; as a matter of fact, the performance of the subsidiary 
is made complete in its details only with a \>iew to making the performance 
of the Primary perfectly complete in all its details ; if then, it so happens in 
any case that the adoption of the details of the Subsidiary makes the Primary- 
defective. — what would be the use of making the subsidiary complete 
in its details ? — ^From all this we conclude that it is the Stdya that should 
be performed on the Parva-day (prescribed), the Initiation being done on a 
.Non-Parva-day, 


Adhikaeana (10): In connection ivith the Paridhi\ the 
details of both the ‘ Paridhi ^ and the ‘ Yupa ’ 
should be performed. 

SUTRA (26). 

The Paridhi should take in the details of both, because it serves 

BOTH PURPOSES. 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the GhMunnasya sacrifices, wlxich involve the sacrifice 
of animals, — we read — ‘ They tie the animal to the Paridhi — [At the 
Archetype, the animal is tied to the T Spa, Post. — ^There are certain details, 
such as washing and the rest, relating specificallj^ to the Paridhi ; and then 
there are tiv© details prescribed in connection with the Yupa. — There arises 
the question therefore — ^When the Animal is tied to the Paridhi, should the 
details performed in relation to the Paridhi be those laid down for the Paridhi 
itself ? Or those laid for the Yupa only ? or both ?] — The Siddhdrda is 
as follows: — The Paridhi should take in the details of both, — i.e. the details 
prescribed for the Paridhi itself, as well as those preseiabed for the Yupa. — 
” Why so ? ” — 'Became it serves both purposes ; because in this case the 
Paridhi serves the purpose of the Paridhi — viz. the Protection of the Fire,' — 
as well as that of the Yupa, — viz. : the tying and consequent helplessness of 
I the animal ; — and the performance of the details is always regulated by 
the purposes served by them ; — hence both sets of details should be per- 
formed, all those tloat may not be incompatible ; — for instance, (a) Be^ink- 
Ung with water mixed with Barley, Anrwirding and Covering, which are the 
details prescribed for the Yupa, and (6) the Tying up of Fuel, washing, 
armoinUng with the Ma7dra ‘ Juhtdvasururasi, etc.\ and ‘ Abhydsrdvana^ 
(the Pouring of Clarified Butter ?), which are the details prescribed for 
th&ParidM. 



Ehdsya. 


“ When there is incon^atibUity [between the two sets of details] those 
relating to the ‘ Yupa ’ shall be adopted, not those relating to the ‘ Paridhi ’ ; 
became of immediate corme(^ion ; the Animal is the principal factor ; — ^as 
it is that which accomplishes the saciffice ; and what is immediately con- 
nected with the Animal is the Yupa, which helps the animal directly and 
hence it is more intimately related to it ; while the Paridhi is related directly 
to the Fire, and the Fire with the offering-material, so that the ParidM is 
related to the Animal onlj- remotely ; and between what is intimately related 
and wliat is remotely related, the former is more authoritative. — ■’Why ? — 
Because the notiqn of the intimate comes first, and those details that serve to 
accomplish transcendental results, when not related directly to any such result, 
come to be recogirised as pertaining to the subsidiaries ; hence the notion 
regarding those turns back from the main act and falls back upon the 
subsidiaries, and hence becomes concentrated in the most intimate detail, — 
then to the next non -intimate detail ; and it remains fixed upon that on 
which it falls first of all; — ^there being no reason for passing it over.— - 
From all this it follows that when there is incompatibility, the details 
adopted should be those relating to the Yupa specifically. — ‘ What are these 
details ? ’ — Scraping, Raising, and Planting in the groundP 


SUTRA (28). 


[SiDDHANTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, IT IS THE OTHER THAT SHOULD 
BE ADOPTED, AS IT IS THAT THAT HAS BEEN 
ENJOINED IN THAT GONNEOTION. 


In the event of the details of the Yupa being incompatible, tlic other 
om should be adopted ; — ^why ? — became it is that thcd has been enjoined in 
that connection ; — ^the function of the "Yupa, — viz. ; tfying of the animal — ^Iias 
been enjoined as to be done to the Paridhi ; the text ' They tie the animal 


fixes upon the piece of wood the character of " Paridhi ’ 


Adhikabana (11) : In connection with the ^ Paridhi \ there 
shall he no {performance of such details of the ‘ Yupa ’ 
as may he incompatible. 

SUTRA (27). 

[PCTbvapaksa]— “ In the case of incompatibility, the details 

RELATING TO THE ‘ YOPA ’ SHOULD BE ADOPTED ; BECAUSE OF 
IMMEDIATE CONNECTION.” 
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and then, speaks of the tyiifig as to be done to it ; and this latter is understood 
as to be done in such a way as not to deprive the wood-piece of its character 
of “ Paridhi ’ ; in fact it is always prescribed as such, as we find in the case 
of the text— ‘ The stake in the farmyard becomes the FSpa If the Paridhi^ 
wood were scraped and raised (as laid down in coimection with the F^pa), 
it would lose its character of ' Paridhi \ wdiich must have the bark on and 
which must lie on the ground horizontally ; — and when the wood would 
■cease to be Paridhi \ the direction of ‘tying the animal to the Paridhi 
'Would not be followed literally, 

SUTRA (29). 

In both oases, the C0HHECTI0]S is with the subsidiary. 
Bhdsya. 

In both cases, the details are connected with the subsidiary, — and not 
with the Primary, in any case.— As for the Proximity ('immediate connec- 
tion spoken of in Sutra 21), there can be no help rendered by such 
Proximity ; hence it can have no effect.— It follows from this therefore tlia,t 
the details adopted should be those relating to the Paridhi. 


Adhikaiiana (12) : As between the ‘ Samnlya-AniTml ^ and 
the ‘ Fnrodmha \ the former is the Principal Factor, 
and the Procedure of that same should he 
adopted. 

StJTRA (30). 

[POrvapae:§a] — “As between the ‘ Savaniya- Animal ’ anb the 

‘ SaVANIYA CaHE THERE SHOULD BE OPTION ; — W IT IS 
' ECTYPAL ’ IN CHARACTER ; BOTH BEING SUCH AS ARB 
NOT DIRECTLY LAID DOWN.” 

Bhdsya. 

[In connection with the Jyoti§toma, the Savanlya- Animal has been laid 
down ; the details of this come in from the Archetypal Animal-sacrifice, 
itnder the General Law ; — similarly the offering of Savanlya Cake also has 
been laid down, of wMoh also the details come in from the Archetypal Oake- 
saerifice under the General Law.- — ^Now then, at the Savanlya performance, 
•both these details are open to adoption ; which one of the two sets of details 
shall be adopted — that relating to the Animal-sacrifice ? Or that relating 
to the CaJce-qffering ?] 

On this question, the Purvapak^a is as follows — “There being a 
possibility of the details of the Savanlya Animal, as well as those of the 
Savanlya Cake, being adopted, — there should he option ; that is, either the 
Procedure of the Animal-sacrifice may be adopted in cormeotion with the 
Savanlya Cakes, or the Procedure of the Savanlya Cakes may be adopted in 
connection with the Animal-sacrifice.— -Why so ? — Because there is no ground 
for differentiation ; as neither are the Cakes laid down imder the Procedure 
of the Animal-sacrifice, nor is the Animal laid down under the Procedure of 
the Cake-offering ; both stand by themselves, independently of one another ; 
as is clear from the two texts — (a) ‘ Taking up the cup dedicated to the 

Ashvins he offers the Savanlya ammaV, and (b) ‘At each extraction, 

Savanlya Cakes are offered — Between these two, if the Procedure of either 
one had been directly laid down, — ^while that of the other were purely 
implied, — then, in that case, the former would be the Principal factor 
the latter would be subject to ‘ extended application ’ ; — as a matter of 
fact; however, both are sudh as a/re not directly laid down, — the Animal being 
‘ Ectyjjal and so also the Cakes ; hence even this groxmd for differentiation 
is not available. Consequently, inasmuch as both are equally admissible 
only indirectly imdetr the General Law, the purposes Vould be served by 
either of the two. Hence there should be^ option. — Objection — ‘ It is definitely 
known that the Animal is Edypali, it is not right therefore that the Sutra 
should have used the doubtful expre^on. if is is Ectypal". — Answer — ^Even 
in matters admitting of no doubt, isuoh doubtful expressions are used ; for 
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instaace, in the foHowing Brahmarms learned in the Veidas who 

perform several saorifiees, reach the highest stages, if the ec^twea are 
reUable* [there is no doaht that the scriptures are reliable; an<i yet the 
doubtM expression has been used].” 

SUTRA (31). 

[SlDDHlNTA] — ^AS A MATTEE OE FACT, THE PeOOEDIJEE OE THE ‘ AnIMAL- 
SAOEIEICE ’ SHOTJLl) BE ADOPTED (AT THE ‘ CaKE-OEEBEIKO ’), 
BECAUSE OE ITS SPEOIEIO DECIiAEATIOH ; — WHICH WOULD 
BE MEANINGLESS, IE THEEE WEEE OPTION. 



As a matter of fact, the Procedure of the ‘ Animal-sacrifice ’ should be 
extended to the Oake-offerings, and there can be no option. — Why ? ” — 
Became of its specific declaration ; a special detail of the Animal-sacrifice has 
been laid down in connection with the Oake-offerings, in the foUowing 
declaration^ — ‘ SulctavaMprai^amagnimadyati ’ ; — ^this declaration would be 
meaningless, if there were option ; because the particidar detail would come 
in, even without this declaration, in the case of one of the options. On 
the strength of the said declaration, — ^whioh would otherwise become mean 
ingless, — 'the particular detail in question has to be regarded as an essential 
feature (in the Gake-off&ring) (not admissible merely as one optional altera- 
tive). This detail could not come into the Oake-offering by ‘ extended 
application ’ ; as in that case, the Prai^a (Direction) would have to be pro- 
nounced by the Maitrdvarwna Priest ; while there is no such Priest at the 
Cake-offering, at which there are only Four Priests, according to the text 
‘ At the Darsha-Puriujmdsa sacrifices, there are four Priests ’ (among whom 
the Maitrdvaruna is not included). At the Animal-sacrifice,' the Mastrd- 
oa/rwfjja Priest is present ; hence if the Procedure of the Animal-aacrifice 
comes in, there wiU be no incongruity or defect ; on the other hand, if the 
Procedure of the Cake-offering were adopted, either the number of Priasts 
would have to be transgressed, or the Prai§a would have to-be pronounced by 
some one who is not the Maitrdvarupa ; and both these contingencies would 
involve incompatibility with the Archetype. — ^From all this it follows that 
it is essential 'that the Procedure of the ‘ Anhnal-sacrifice ’ alone should be 
adopted, 

SUTRA (32). 

These is also a ‘ dbagging on ’ oe the Animal-saceieicb ; as theee 
IS injunction in the midst oe the Pbooeduke. 

Bhdsya, 

Then agaia, there is a ‘ dragging on ’ of the Procedure of the Animal- 
sacrifice, — as is clear from the ' text-— ‘ They operate upon the omentum at 
the Morning Extraction, upon the Cake at the Midday Extr^j^ction, and 
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upon the limbs at the Evening Extraction ’ [where the Cake occurs in the 
middle] ; — ^it is only by reason of this ‘ dragging on ’ (of the Procedure of the 
Animal-offering), that this injunction of the Cake in the midst of the Procediue 
of that offering becomes -explicable. The procedure relating to th^ Cakes 
of the Morning Extraction is finished at the Morning Extraction, -as laid 
down in the text — ‘ The Cakes relating to the Extractions are offered at 
each extraction ’ ; there would be no possibility of the Animal coming L in 
the midst of the Procedure of the Cake-offering, because of the break between 
the Cakes (of the Morning Extraction) and the operation on the limbs (at the 
Evening Extraction). In the present case the only doubtful point is regarding 
the coming in of the Animal along with the Cakes of the Morning Extraction, 
the other Cakes, being, without any doubt, included in the midst of the 
Procedure of either the Cakes of the Morning Extraction, or the Animal- 
sacrifice. 

Objection — “ In accordance with the declaration that ‘ They procee<l 
with the Armydjets after the offering to Agni-Marats ’, there being a ‘post- 
ponement ’ of the Anuydjas, the Procedure of the Cake-offering also becomes 
extended on that account.” 

Armoer — Not so ; as the said ‘ Postponement ’ is that of those Anuydjas 
that pertain to the Aniinal-sacrifice, — “How do you know that?” — ^It is 
foxind that there is to be ‘ disposal ’ of the Svaru at the end of the Soma- 
saorifice, as laid down in the text — ‘ At the end of the sacrifice, they throw 
away the grass-bedding, as also the Svaru, for securing the sacrifice from 
harm ’ ; — ^this is possible only if it has been ‘ postponed ’ (brought forward) 
along with the Anuydjas of the Animal-saorifice ; it is not possible for it 
to be brought forward along with the Anuydjas of the Cake-offering ; because 
of the dictum that ‘ what comes in. by extended application cannot be post- 
poned, because there is no connection’ (^wira 5. 1. 28) ; the time for these 
comes after the bringing in of the offering-materials ; what has been said 
regarding ‘ postponement ’ also refers to that situation. The Anu/ydjas 
relating to the Oakes of the Morning-Extraction, however, do not relate to 
that situation ; hence there can be no ‘ postponement ’ of these. — ^Prom all 
this it follows that it is the Procedure of the Animal-sacrifice that has to be 
adopted. 

“Why cannot there be a clear declaration to that effect ? ” 

This objection has been already answered ; the text in question would 
have two ‘ hands ’ so to say, while laying down two things — ^the particular 
disposal and also the partictilar time. 

Erom aU this it follows that the Procedure of the Animal-sctcrifice should 
be adopted at the Cake-offerings and there can be no option in the matter. 


Abhikabaija (13) : Where the Archetype and the Ectyper 
have similar Procedure, that of the Ectype should he 
adopted. 

StJTBA (33). 

IS THE HEW OHB THAT SHOULD BE ADOPTED AT THE AeCMBTYPB, IF 

IT HAS smsu ' Peooedube; beoattse the othee is HOH- 

. -BSSEHTIAL, AND WOULD BE USELESS. 



Questionr-ln a. case where the Procedtire of the Archetype is shnilar to 
that of the Ectype, is it the Procedure of the Archetype that should be 
adopted— or that of the Ectype ? 

Ofyedw^‘^ As a matter of fact, there is uo Archetype whose Procedure 

is similar to that of the Ectype.” ^ ^ ^ 

Answer — ^That is why the conditional clause ‘ if it has similar Procedure 
has been introduced, which makes it clear that the discussion introduced is 
a purely hypothetical one. 

The Purvapak§a is as foUows— “ If the Archetype is performed first, 
then the Archetypal procedure should be adopted, but if the Ectype is 
perfomied first, then the Ectypal procedure should be adopted. TOat 
would be the right course to adopt in the case in. question ? ^The right 
course is that the Archetype should be performed first; because the 
Archetype is essential (compulsory), while the Ectype is only adventitious, 
as it comes in only if a certain desire or a certain contingency is present 
and those that come first are always more authoritative than those that come 
later. Hence it is the Archetype that is performed first, and when an 
act is performed first, it is the Procedure of that act that comes in first, as 
its time has arrived.— Hence in the case in question, it is the Procedure 

of the Archetype that should be adopted.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhanta : — It is the new one , — 
i.e. the Edypal Procedure, -ntAaf should he adopted at the Archetype,— if it 
has similar procedure because the Ectype is not essential ; as a matter of 
fact, the Ectype is not essential (or compulsory), it comes to be performed 
only when there is a desire or a particular contingency present ; — and that 
desire to qci which is prompted by such contingencies always sets aside that 
desire which pertains to the Essential Act ; because the contingent desire appears 
while the dekre for the essential is there ; and hence the former could not 
appear without setting aside the latter ; in fact, if it did not set it aside, it 
ivould he useless, — ^the entire injunction of the Ectype would become useless. 
—-When the desire to do a certain act has come in, the performance of that 
act should come first ; hence it is the Ectype that should be performed first ; 
and when that is performed first, it is the Procedure of that that should be 
adopted first, — ^for reasons already adduced under the Puryppaksa. Prom 
all this it follows that the Procedure of the Ectype should be adopted at the 
Archetype. 


Adhikarana (14): At the ‘‘ Agrayaim^ only ^Flowering 
Grass ’ should he used. 

Bhasya, 

In connection, with the Agrayana sacrifice., there is an ofiering of Cake 
baked on one Pan, made to Dydvd-prthivl ; — ^this is an Ectype (modification) 
of ‘ the offering of Cake baked on one Pan ’ that is made to VishvS-dMm 
in connection with this the ‘ Flowering Grass ’ has been laid down ; whereas 
in connection mth the other two offerings made at the Agrayana (viz. 
the Aindrayna and the Vaishvadeva), the grass laid down is either fiaw&ring 
or non-Jhmering. 

The question that arises is — At this sacx'ifice, is there to be no restriction 
as to the using of Flowering or Non-Jhwering Grass ? Or must only Flowring 
Grass be used ? 

The Purvapaksa is that — “ inasmuch as the Aindrdgna offering is the 
foremost, there should be no restriction (as there is no restriction regarding 
the Aindrdgnay\ 

In answer to this, we Ixave the following SiddhdrUa : — 

SUTRA (34). 

The Peooeduee being the General one, the additional detail 

SHOULD BE emphasised EVEN THOUGH LAID DOWN IN OON- 
NBOTION WITH WHAT IS NOT THE EOBEMOST OEFERING ; 

AS THERE WOULD BE NO INCOMPATIBILITY ; — ^AS 
IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ KiMSYA-BHOJIN 

Bhayya. 

The Procedure applicable to the case of the Aindrayna and other 
offerings being the general one of the Daraha-Purmmaaa Sacrifice, the 
aMUional detail (Flowering Grass) that has been laid down specifically in 
connection with the one particular offering to Dydvapjthim (which is one 
of the three offerings in qiiestion, constituting the Agrayana Sacrifice), 
shtndd be emphasised, — must be insisted upon as theonly one to be used through- 
out all the offerings, — even thoatyh it has been laid down directly in connection 
with the offering to Dyavdppthivi only, which, is not the foremost among the 
offerings ; — ^because such a coxirse would not involve any incompatibility ; — - 
as in the case of the * Kamsya-bhofin ’ ; there is the restrictive rule regarding 
the Pupil that he must eat in a bell-metal dish, — ^but there is no such restric- 
tion regarding the Teacher’s eating, — under’the circumstances, if an occasion 
should arise for both of them to eat out of the same dish, the dish will have 
to be of bell-metal, even though this h4s been laid down in connection with the 
Pupil who is not the most important person ; — ^because otherwise there would 


be tb© omission of an important- duty (on the part of the Pupil, if he ate out 
of a dish of another metal); — similarly in the ease in question also [even 
though the Flowering Qrgsa has been restriotively laid down only in connection 
with the offering to DydvaprtJmn, which is not- the most important offering, 
yet it is the qualified Flowering Qraaa that should be used in connection with 
all the offerings ; as otherwise, if non-flowering grass were used throughout, 
the offering to Dydv&prtMm would become defective by reason of the omission 
of what has been specially laid dowm for it].— From all this it follows that it 
is not right that there should be no restriction. 



Adhikabana (15) ; At the Agrayaiwb, the Procedure of any 
one of the three offerings— Aindrdgna and the restr— 
may he adopted. 

SUTRA (35). 

[PtJBVAPAK§A] — “B y EEASOH OF THE INTRODTrCTIOH OF THAT, THEBE 

SHOTJLD BE BESTBIOTIOH BEGABDUTG THE PbOOEDHBE ; JUST AS 
THEBE IS BBSTBICTIOH BEGABDIBG Tt™ PbOOEDUBB 
OF THE AhMAL-SAOBIETCE, ON ACCOUNT OF 
THE SflfKTAVAHA.” 

Bhdsya. 

[It ha«s been settled that the Grass adopted shotild be the particular one 
laid down in connection with, the Offering to Dydvaprthivi ; there arises now 
the question relating to the rest of the Procedure — Should it be that related 
to that same oifaring ? Or may it be that of any of the three offerings, there 
being no restriction ?] 

The Purvapak?a is as follows By reason of the imtroduction of that , — 
i.e. of the Flowering Grass, — ^it follows that the Procedure adopted should be 
restricted to that of the Vaishvadeva-offering (which is the Archet3q)e of the 
offering to DydvdprtMvi, which therefore takes in the Procedure of its Arche- 
type, under the General Law) just as it has been settled (under Adhi. 12) 
that the course adopted, should be restricted to that of the Animal-sacrifice, 
by reason of the particular Suktavdha-Prai^a that has been laid down speci- 
fically (for the Animal-sacrifice).” 

SUTRA (36). 

[SlDDHiNTA] — ^AS A MATTEB OF FACT, IT SHOULD NOT BE SO *, AS THEBE 
IS NO INCOMPATIBILITY. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, there should be no restriction ; — why ? — because 
there is no incompatibiUty ; the particular detail in question (Flowering Grass) 
is<not incompatible with the other offerings ; hence it cannot be regarded as 
pertaining specifically to any one offering (that to Dyavaprthivi) only; — 
and when it is not so specific, then it cannot serve to restrict any one of 
the Procedures, In the case of the SfiMavSka, restriction was accepted, 
because the detail concerned appertained specifically to one thing, and hence 
it could serve as the basis for restricring one or the other. 
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SUTRA (37) 

Amo BECAITSE THEY HAVE HOT BEEN PBESOBIBED BY THE .SORlVTt 

Ehdsya. 

Further, as a inatter of fact, the Flowers liave not been prescfib<‘(J l.) \ t ht.- 
scriptures; they come in only by virtue of the General Law. — "'VVhai it 
that is so I ” — If they had been prescribed by the scriptures, then, b_v reason 
of that indicalave feature, which is peculiar to the Arehetj'pe, tbo' lh‘f.co<lure 
would have been restricted to that of the VaishvaMm-ojfering (which is tb*’ 
Archetype concerned) or, by reason of the said Flowers appeitainiiig to 
ths offering to Dydmp0i4vi under the General Law itself, their assertion would 
be superfluous, — and in order to avoid this superfluity, it would be taken 
as indirectly indicating the Proceduire of the Vaiahvadem~offering as the 
one to be adopted,— -the idea being that ‘ the procedure adopted must be 
that wherein the Flowering Cfrass is used k — ^As a matter of fact however, 
there is no scriptural text prescrihiug them. — ^Henoe it follows that there can 
bo no restriction regarding the Procedxire to b© adopted. 



ADHYAYA XII. 

piDA m. 





Adhikarana (1) : At the ‘ Astardtra ’ sacrifice, there should 
be ’‘ combination^ of Calf -sJcin^ and ‘ Unworn Cloth\ 

SUTRA (1), 


Purvapaksa] — " At the Vishvajit, ‘ Calf-skin ’ SHorLD be worn. 

BECAUSE OF THE NaME ; OTHERWISE, IT SHOULD BE THE 

‘ Unworn Cloth on account of the larger 

NUMBER OF ‘ DAYS ’ BEING BELATED TO 
THAT PROCEDURE.” 


Bhdsya, 


There is an Ah^na sacrifice of the name of ‘ A§tardtra ’ (‘ Eight-Day- 
&!atriBce’)j — connected with it are two Agnistopias, named ‘ Vishvajit' 
and ‘ Ahhijit \ laid down in the text, ‘ Abhita Khhayato jyotih, madhye ^ajahah, 
pashnl'dtno hyetma yajeta' There are two Jyotis at the two ends and the 
Ha(l.ahja, .■^ix-day-saerifice, comes in the middle;' one desiring cattle should 
pei'fonn this sacrifice ’]. — In connection with the first of these, ‘ the one- 
da y-sacrifice Vishvajit, ‘Calf-skin’ has been laid down as to be worn by 
the person who has come out of the Avahhrtha Bath, in the text — ^ Coming 
ont of the Avahhrtha, he puts on the Calf -skin’. — At the Jyotistoma however 
(which i.s the Archetype of all the. above sacrifices), the ‘Unworn Cloth’ has 
been laid down as to be worn. — ^Both of these {Calfskin and Unworn Cloth) 
■ire admissible at the A§tardtra. 

The question is — which of these two dres.ses should be worn ? — and the 
idea being that — inasmuch as both these dresses serve the same purpose, 
diere should be option, — ^we have the following Furvapaksa: — “It is the 
Calfskin that should be worn; and it should not be a matter for option; 
that the Calfskin should be worn is indicated by the name [at the Primary 
Vishvajit sacrifice, Calf-skin is worn, and the first ‘ day ’ of tlie Astardtra 
is also named '’Vishvajit'; hence the ‘ Name ’ ‘ FM/u-qj (P indicates the 
use of Calfskin], — ^while the ‘‘Unworn Cloth’ comes in by virtue of the 
General Law [since at, the Jyoti§toma which is the Archetype, ‘Unworn 
(.'■loth’ is what is worn]; — and ‘Name’, • winch is a form of ‘word’, is 
more authoritative than the indicatioiis . of the General Law, as has 
explained under jSuira 7. 4. 16. — ^If" there were nothing indicated by 
rlio Name, then, ‘Unworn Cloth’ would come in, by reason of the fact 
itiat a larger number (Le. six) of the ‘dhys’ {of the ‘Eight -Day-Sacrifice’) 
have the Jyotistoma for their Archetype [and hence adopt the details of 
that sacrifice where ‘Unworn Glpf^iL. is worn], — ^But indication by the 
‘Name’ is actually present (vsthiel* pomts to the wearing of the Calfskin); 
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hence the ‘ Unworn Cloth ’ cannot conae in. — Objection — ‘ But the text 
contains the expression ‘ (^hiio jyotih' — ‘There are two Jyotis at the two 
e)uls\ where we have the name Jyoti, which indicates the details relating to 
the Jyotlstoma [and this should bring in the Unworn Cloth’}’,— Even so, as 
the name ' Vishvajit ’ (coming first) is the more important of the two, 
greater authority attaches to that.” 

SUTRA (2). 

[SlDDHliTTA] : — ^ThEEE IS HO INCOMPATIBILITy BETWEEN THE TWO ; AS 

THE ‘ Calf-skin ’ forms the Upper Garment. 

Bhasya. 

There should be no such restriction as that Calfskin alone should be 
worn; as a matter of fact, there should be combination of both; if both are 
combined, then the declaration of the Entire Procedure taking in all the details 
and sribsidiaries becomes duly followed. — “But the indications of Name 
being more authoritative, the Unworn Cloth should be taken to be rejected.” 
— ^It would be rejected if there were incompatibility between the two (Calf- 
skin and Unworn Cloth?) ; — there is however no incompatibility between the 
two ; — how t — the Calfskin serves the purpose of the Upper Gamievi [the 
Unworn Cloth being the Lower Garment}, and by custom, a man has to put 
on two garments.— -“But, in regard to i'he Upper Garmeni, the term ‘wear’ 
is never used.” — ^Not so; the term is used even in reference to the Upp>er 
Garment, as we find such statements as — ‘wears the blanket*, ‘wears the 
deer-skin * [the Blanket and the Deerskin being always used as upper 
garments}. — ^From all this it follows that there should be combination of both 
[and both should be worn]. 


Adhirah^^a (2) : In the case of the Anunirvdpya 
(subsequent) Offerings ’ the Procedure adopted should 
he that of the Cahe-offermg. 

SUTRA (3>. 

[RO-rvapak^a] — “In the oasb of the ‘ AnxjotrvIpya-offbrings the 
Pbocedube should be bestbiotbd on the basis of the 

LABGEB NUMBER.” 

Bka^ya. 

In connection with the '■ Agm\ we read — ’’ Agmaomlymya ^ashupuro- 
^dshamanu devaauhavvmsi nirvapati ’ Supplementary to the meat-cake 
dedicated to Agni-Soma, one offers the Devasii-oblatiom ^'}, — At the Anu~ 
bandhyd Sacrifice also there are these Devasu-oblations. 

[The question is — ^Which procedure should be adopted in connection 
with the Anunirvdpya {supplementary) Demsu-offerings—ilmt of theDSwsv- 
oblations ? or of the Cake-offering ?] 

The F'urvapak§a is as follows : — “ The Procedure should be restricted on 
the basis oj the larger number ; i.e. the number of the Supplementary Oblations 
being larger (eight), the procedure of these should be extended to the Cake- 
offermg. — ^Then again, the declaration of the Svistakrt-ofieving contaios the 
term ‘ Svistakrt ’ ; — and in eoimeotion with the meat-cake-offering, as also 
in connection with the Devasu-obkstions, we have it laid down that ‘ an 
offering should be made to Svi^akrt’ i — all this is expl’?able only if the 
procedure adopted is that of the Supplementary Offerings ; on the other 
hand, if the Procedure of the Cake-offering were adopted, then the term 
^Svi^pakrt’ should not be there at all ; and hence it would remain in- 
asplicable and unincluded.” 

SUTRA (4). 

[SiddhSnta] — ^By virtue of their adventitious character due to 
THE particular DECLARATION, THE CAKE- OFFERING SHOULD 
HAVE ITS OWN DETAILS, AND BECAUSE THE OTHER IS 
THE PREDOMINANT FACTOR. 



The ‘ sxibsequent offerings ’ , are ‘ adventitious ’ — ^i.e. not permanent 
fixtures ; — because of the parfiicidar ^deddration ; the declaration being — ' He 
offers it after the cake ’ y; wWt this- dedaraition means is that ‘ first of all 
there is the meat-cake-offering, after that come the Subsequent Offerings , — 
the former thus being the: predQsrhinaitjit factor, and the latter the subor- 
dinate factor. Consequently, (a) , because the Subsequent Offerwgs are 




SUTRA (5). 


Also because it is in its own place. 


Ehdaya. 


Further, the ‘ place ’ of the Meat-Gake-offering is just after the operation 
of the omentum ; hence its subsidiaries also should come in at that same 
* place — because as a rule. Subsidiaries have the same place as their 
Primaries. If then, the Procedure adopted were that of the Subsequent 
Offerings, then the Subsidiaries would be iserforraed in the place of those 
offerings ; in that case the Subsidiaries of the Meat-Oake-offering would not 
be performed in their own place (which is the place of the Meat-Cake-offering 
itself). Hence in order to secure for these subsidiaries their own place, it 
is necessary to adopt the Procedure of the Meat-Gake-offering. 


SUTRA (6), 


On account of the mention of the ‘ Svistakrt this cannot be 
so ”, — IF this is urged [then the answer is as given 
in the next Sutra]. 


T his argument ha.s been urged above by the Purvapaknn j it has got to 
be refuted. The answer to this (as offered by some people) is as follows : — 


SUTRA (7). 


Thebe should be a modification, as in the case of the PAVAMiNA 


Bhasya. 


If the Svi§takrt, which is recognised to be admissible, remains nniricluded 
in the Procedure of the Meat-Gake-offering, could bo regarded Bs a 
* modification on the basis of -the declaration tliat ‘ one make$ (bo offering- 
to Agm-Svistakrt so tliat the wia*ds used in the offering .should contain the 
term ‘ svi§takrt ' ; — just as in tho case of tho declaration — ' One makes the 
offering to AgnA-Pavamana‘‘ , the words ustjd in malving the offering contains 
the term ' pavamatui ’,*-7-30. should it bo in the present. Case also. 


ABHXlYA Xn, PlDA HI, ADHEBLAEANA (2). 

SUTRA (8). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THEBE SHOULD BE HO MODIFIOATIOH ; ff SHOULD 
BE AS AT THE AeOHETYPE ; SPECIALLY AS THE TEBM WOtTLD 
COME m WHERE THERE IS IHJirHCTIOH OF PP. 


There shoidd be no modification ; that is,' the words should not contain 
the term ‘ svistakrt ’ ; they should be as at the Archetype, through Traiteaference 
{based upon the General Law). — ^As for the condition that the modification 
should be made ‘ on the basis of the declaration % — ^as a matter of fact, the 
declaration quoted does not lay down any modification of the words ; aU 
that the declaration ‘Makes the offering to Agni-Bvi^tahrt'* lays down 
is the offering of the Demfcd-oblations ; if, in addition to this, it were taken 
as laying down a modification of the words also, this would involve a syntac- , 
tioal split. — “ How then could the term ‘ aviatdkri ’ come in ? — It woxild 
come in where there is injimction of it ; the actual injunction of Hhe Bm^hrt- 
offering is in connection with the Darsha-Punwmdsa ; sp that it is this 
offering that would be accompanied by the term ‘ avistahft ’ ; and it is*in 
reference to this that we have the declaration in question, for the pTarpose 
of indicating that same offering. It follows therefore that what the asser- 
tion ‘ the offering is to be made to Agni-Svi^takrt ’ means is that * the offering is 
ix> be made to Agni the Receiver of Remnants Just as in the case of such 
declarations as — ‘ The Ghuas consists of Reeds ’, — or ‘ The Clarified Butter 
consists of Fresh Butter what is indicated by the name of the substance 
indicative of the Archetype is the purpose served by the substance at that 
Archetype ; — so in the case in question also, the term ‘ svistakrt ’ points, by 
indirect indication, to the Deity of the Archetypal Sacrifice. 



Adhikabana (3): The comlnnation of semral accessory 
details^ servmg different purposes, 

SUTRA (9). 

When sevebal details abe laid down in beeeeencb to the same 
Saceifice, thebe SHOVLD be pereoemance op all. 

Blidaya. ,, 

When several accessory details are laid down in connection with the 
same Sacrifice, there -should be pes'Jormance of all ; i.e. th&re should he combina- 
tiork ; as it is only thus that the ihjnnction of them all serves a useful purpose ; 
and the declaration of the entire Prooedure taldng in all the details also 
would bo honoured thus ; — ^for example in the case of such details as — 
‘ Pours straight,— Pours continuously — ^Pours forward \ 


Adhikabai^'A (4;) : When several Details serve the .^ame 
purpose, there should he option, 

SUTRA (10). 

Details servutg the same purpose should be treated as options ; 

IE THEBE WERE COMBINATION, THERE WOULD BE REPETITION 

OE THE Main Act. 


When several Details serve the same purpose , — ^i.e. perform the same 
function, — they shmM be treats as options; e.g. (a) Vnhi and Yava (as 
corns for maldng Oakes), (6) Khadira and other woods for making the 
Sacrificial Post, (c) the Brhat-iSdman and the RathanlaraSdman ; — ^in all 
these eases there should be option. — If there were combination, there would 
he repetition of the Main Act ; the needful having been done by one detail, 
if the second were also taken up for use, there would be repetition of the 
Main Act ; which would be improper.— Why ?— The Main Act is done eithei 
for the purpose of obtaining a desirable result, or (when repeated) for helping 
the Result, — ^it is never done merely for the sake of a detail ; and when the 
purpose is served by a single performance of the act, its repetition woulc 
be entirely useless. 

SUTRA (11). 

“ It might be repeated eok a hseehl purpose ”, — ie this be urgei 
[then the answer would be as given in the next Sutra}. 





Says the Opponent — “Your view is that the repetition would b 
useless ; but it would not be useless ; as the main act would be repeated fo 
the purpose of finding use for the injunction of the additional Detail.” 


SUTRA (12). 


That cannot be ; as it is not sanctioned by the scriptures. 


^ isnasya. 

What has been suggested pannot be right,— Why ? — Because it is 
sanctioned by the scriptures; the repetitiott in question has not been 
down anywhere in the scripture^ tbe:^, is, in fact, no authority for it 
what basis then could it be done.t^As regiards ‘the finding of use for 
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SUTRA (13). 

WhESTEVEB it is (intended), thebe is always a text SANOTIOISTNrG 
SUCH BEBETITIOE. 

Ehdsya. 

lu some cases we have texts laying down repetition,— e.g. ‘One should 
do both at the Samsava,’ ‘ One should do both at the Gosava’ ; in connection 
with the Ekaha also we read — ‘ One should sing both Brhat and BettharOara 
— ^AU these texts would not be there (in special cases) if there were to be 
repetition in every case where several details are laid down. — iProm this 
also it follows that there should be option in the case in question. 

SUTRA (14). 

Thebe is a text also which indicates as ie thebe wbbb OBTioir. 
Ehdsya. 

There is the following text which appears to indicate that there should 
be option — ‘ At other sacrificial performances. Posts are made of BiLva or 
Khadira or Paldsha wood,— but at this particular sacrifice, it should be made 
of Khadira wood only ’ ; — ^this text , restricts the use of the Khadira wood 
for making the Post at the Vajapeya sacrifice, and makes a reference to the 
. option permitted at other sacrifices. — l^om this also it follows that in the 
case in question, there should be option. 

SUTRA (15). 

The ‘ USEFULNESS ’ WOULD COME IN AT ANOTHEB TIME. 

Ehdsya. 

It has been argued that — “ if there were option, the injunction of the 
other details would be useless — But in reality, there woTild be no such 
useUssness ; as the use for that would come in at another time, i.e. at another 
performance of the act ; and as there would be this use for it, there can be 
no authority for repetition. — “ But for option also, there is no authority.” — 
Not so ; because in the case of option, nothing is done which is not sanctioned 
by the scriptures ; it has been laid down that ‘ One should perform sacrifices 
with the Ynhi com ’, andlthe sacrifice is performed with that com; sihodlarly 
there is the injimction that ‘ One shoTild perform sacrifices with Yava-com % 
and the saorifioe is performed with this com also ; but at one and the same 
performance both kinds of corn are not used, as there is no need for it. — 
“ Why are both not mixed up ? ” — That would not be right, because what 
has been laid down in the scriptures is that each one of the two, singly by itself, 
serves to accomplish the sacrifice ; and if the two were mixed up, it would 
run counter to these scriptures. 

From all this it follows that there should be option. 


Abhtkabai^a (5) i In the cme of Expiations prescribed for 
the correction of defects, there should be option. 

StJTRA (16). 

In the case of ExMATIONS, — INASMITOH as they serve the samto 
PURPOSE, [there SHOXJI^ BE OPTION] ; EVERYONE OF mrnntf is 
RELATED TO SOMETHING THAT HAS HAPPENED HENCE 
THERE SHOULD BE DESTRUCTION OF AT.T. nrorts 

(by each Expiation singly by 
itself). 

Bhdaya. 

Expiations are of two kinds — (a) some are meant for correctiag defects 
that may have crept in through inadvertence, and (6) some are laid down 
as parts of a sacrificial .performance, to be performed -under certain 
contingencies.— (a) To the former class belong s-uch expiations as are laid 
down in the following texts — ‘ If the sacrifice should suffer disruption in 
regard to the verse, one should offer an oblation into the Oa/rhapatya Fire, 
•with the Mantra Bhuh svaha ; if the disruption be in reference to a 
tetst, he should offer an oblation into the Dak^ii^gni, with the Mantra 
Bhuvaih svaihct ; if the disruption be in reference to a Sdnum, he should offer 
an oblation into the Ahavardya, -with the Mantra, Svah svaha ; if it be not 
ascertainable in what respect the disruption has occurred, the oblation 
should be offered in the Ahavanlya with the Mantra, Bhurbfmvahsvah’ 
svaJhd ’.-—The phrase ‘ drtinwydt ’ means ‘ should suffer disruption — “ What 
would constitute the ‘ disruption ’ of the sacrifice ? — ^The omission of what 
has been enjoined and the commission of what has been prohibited. — “ How 
is it known that a certain Expiation is meant for the mending''or correcting 
of what has suffered disruption ? ’’—This is learnt from the sentence itself 
which is in the form — ‘ if it suffers disruption, this should be done ’ ; if even 
on the performance of the Expiation, the disruption or defect would still 
persist,— then what would be the use of performing the Expiation at aH ? 

Some one might argue here that — “ The expiation herein laid do-wn is 
only a subsidiary of the sacrifice, meant to be performed when the con- 
tingency of the disruption happens [so that it falls under the second, not 
the first, category of Expiations].” 

This person should be addressed as follows : — ^That act is regarded as 
sidbsidiary to a Primary act, which makes the Primary fruitful ; — ^by the 
disruption mentioned, the Primary has been reduced to the position of futility ; 
if then it were rendered fruitful by the act that is laid down, then this latter 
would be subsidiary to the said Primary; — if however the Primary had 
somehow become futile and is made fruitful by the Expiation, then, verily, it 
becomes admitted that it has corrected or mended the discrepancy or defect 
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that, had coirw; iu -on the other hand, if the Expiation does not make the 
Primary fruitful, them it is not subsidiary to the sacrifice ; and in that case the 
assertion that ‘ it is a subsidiary to the Primary to be performed under a certain 
continf3;ency ’ fails to the- grtauid.-— Then again, in several cases, we find it 
declared iu supplementary' texts that there is brought about a correction 
or mending of what iiad been spoilt ; — sucli as, ‘ Agnirvai deudnCon pathihrt, 
tarmm .wcna bMgadhe/jena updsiran, «« pantltdnamapi nayati, ya 

enam maiamdlambhmjatrh \ — From all tliis it follows that the Expiations,; 
rehaTwl to are for the j impose of correcting discrepancies. 

When there are se\'eral snch Expiations: (laid down as correcting the 
same discrepancy ), there should be option. — ^^Vhy ? — Becaixse every one of 
them is related to someAhmy that has happened- -Home defect that has actually- 
crept in ; — e.g. ’ when there is disruption in i-egard to the verse, one should 
offer the oblation witli ti\e antra. Bhuh srilha ’. — From this it is clear that 
there should be destruef'mv of oil this — defect — ^by each and every one of the 
Expiathiiis prescj'ibed. .80 tiuit adieu the thdect ha.s been removed by one 
Expiation, the second and other Expiation- could only come in at other 
perfoiT.xuuces of tin - '^aorhifo. Eouce it follows that there should be option. 

The same conc-hisiMU holdt- croud also regarding F.xpiations laid down in 
the 



ADHlKAEAiyA ( 6 ) : In the case of ‘ Contingent Expiations 
there should he ‘ combination 

StJTRA (17). 

Thebe should be * coMBiwA'EtoH ’ ih me case oe .such Expiatiohs 
AS ABB HOT MBAHT BOB OOBBEOTING DISCBBBAHOIES. 


In the case of those Expiations which are not for the purpose of correct- 
ing discrepancies, there' should be ‘ combination Which are those 
Ex^ations ? ” — ^They are those which are not laid down as to be performed 
either on the omission of what has been enjoined or on the commission of 
what has been forbidden; for example— ‘If the sun rise before one has 
performed his Agnihotra, he should ofEer Cooked Rice to Mitra ; also a cake 
baked on one pan, to Surya ’ If the sun rise before one has performed 
his Agnihotra, the Hxisband and Wife should remain silent and fast during 
the day ’ ; — ^in this case we do not find any fault (of commission or omission) 
on the part of the Performer ; — and when there is no fault or defect, what is 
there that could be corrected ? all that the texts do is to lay down a 
certain act as to be done when the contingency of sun rising at a certain 
time appears ; — such an act is ‘ contingent ’ ; and inasmuch as it has been 
laid down in the context of a particular sacrifice, it is recognised to be 
subsidiary to that sacrifice ; and all those that happen to be so laid down 
become included under the Declaration of Procedure ; hence there should 
be ‘ Gombination ’ of ah these. 


* »,<■'’ -r '>'4 ' , ' ; j ^ .... < 

?< t'f f T ^ r»'-f . 3 f ^ ^ 

I 4'f f-; Cr 

w i-i I .f I ' 


Adhikabana (7) : At the time of the sacrificial performance, 
Mantras should he recited^ even though it happen to be a 
day f unfit for Vedic Study'. 

■ SUTRA (18). 

[PuBVAPAK^A]^ — “ INASMUCH AS MaNTBAS ABP BELATED TO SACBIPICES, 
THEY SHOULD BE USED IN ACCOBDANOE WITH THE BULES LAID 
DOWN IN BEOABD TO THEM ; SPECIALLY AS THE BULE 
RELATES TO THE USE OF MaNTBAS.’’ 

Bhd§ya. 

[In the course of sacrificial perfonnances, certain 3iantras have to bo 
recited ; — there are certain days on which the reading of the Veda has been 
forbidden ; — the question arisea^ — when a sacrifice is performed on such a 
day, should Fedic Man/ras be recited or not ?] 

The Purvapak^a is as follows— “ When Mantras are xised at a sacrificial 
performance, they should- he used in accordance with the rtdes laid down in 
regard to them ; — ^i.e. those rules that have been laid down in connection with 
the getting up of the Jiiantras, such as — ‘ One should not read the Veda 
on a Parva-day, — one should not read the Veda during a storm, — one should 
not read the Veda when it is thundering’. — ^Why so ? — Because the rules 
relate to the use of Mantras; the rules in question have been laid li own in 
connection with the use of Mantras ; — and the reciting of Mantras at a 
sacrifice also is a use of the Mantra ; — hence the rules must apply to this 
also.’’ 

SUTRA (19). 

rSlDDHlNTA ] — As A MATTEE OF FACT, THE BULBS HAVE BEBISI PRESCRIBED 
IN CONNECTION WITH THE ‘ LEARNING ’ ; HENCE MaNTRAS 
SHOULD BE USED AT ALL TIMES ; AS THE USB OF MaNTBAS 
IS FOB THE PURPOSES OF THE PERFORMANCES. 

Bhdgya. 

As a matter of fact, Mcmbras should he used at all Umes, — even on dayt 
that are ‘ unfit for study ’. — Why so ? — ^Because the rules in question have 
been laid down in regard to that reading of Mantras which is done for the 
purposes of learning them ; so that they pertain to the learning of the Mantras 
and make the learning perfect. — “ What are the perfections of the learning ? 
— ^Its ‘perfection’ consists in. its being accomplished without obstacles.— 
“ How do you know that the Rules have been prescribed in connection wit! 
the learmng of the Mantras ? ’’—Because they are found to be prescribed 
in reference to the time of learning the Veda, not in reference to the tim« 
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of sacrifickil performances. — “ The Rules may not pertain to the performance j 
they must pertain to the Mantras themselves; and when pertaining to 
Mantras, they should be applicable to all eases where Mantras are used — 
Our answer to this is as follows.- — As a matter of fact, the Rules have not 
been prescribed in reference to Jfawims ; they have been prescribed in 
reference to the learning, — the sense being that ‘the learning becomes duly 
accomplished when carried on in such and such a fashion’-; the Mantra 
cannot be accomplished in this fashion; hence it must follow that the 
Rules pertain to the learning of the Mantras. — -When the Mantras are used 
during a sacrificial performance, it is not for the puri^ose of being learnt , — 
it is for the purposes of the performance; — Whence the Rules cannot apply 
to this case. — ^Then again, the performance of the sacrifice has been laid 
down as to be done on the Parva-day (Full Moon or Moonless Day), — aird 
Reciting of the Mantra on that day has been forbidden ; — ^if, in obedience 
to this prohibition, the sacrifice were performed without reciting the Mantras, 
then the entire effort would be futile. If (in order to avoid this) it were 
performed on a Non-Parva day, even then there would be the same difficulty 
(i.e. the whole performance would be futile, not being done on the day 
prescribed for it). — Lastly, the sense of the Vedic Rules is that Manilas 
should be iised even on days ‘unfit for study’, — while that they should 
not be so used might be the sense of a Smrti rule ; — and the Veda is certainly 
more authoritative than the Smrti ; for this reason also the restrictions laid 
on the use of Mantras should not be obeyed (at sacrifices). 





Adkikaeai^a (8) : During the Sacrifidal Performamey 
Mantras should he recited with the ordinary Textual 
Accent. 

SUTRA (20). 

[PtJEVAPAK§A] — “ l2?ASMUOH AS THEEJE IS INJUNCTION OF THE 
* Bh 1§IKA ’ ACCENT, THE ' PBAVACjECANA ' (TeXTHAL) ACCENT 
SHOULD BE EXCLUDED ;-r~AS IN THE CASE OE THE TEEM 


Bhdaya. 

la the Brdhmaims, certain Mantras have been laid down with their 
‘ Bhd^ika ’ accent, while in the Mcmtra-text itself they are found with the 
ordinary ‘ Textual ’ threefold accent. , This is found to be the case with the 
Mantra, ‘ Imdmagfbhnan rashandmftasya which has been laid down (in the 
Brahinana) as to be used at the Ashvamedha [and where the Brahmana has laid 
down this use of the Mcmtra, it has given to it the accent known as ‘ Bhd^ha ’ ; 
while the accentuation of the same Mcmtra as foimd in the Mantra Samhitd- 
text, is totally different]. — “ What is the Bhdsiha accent ? ” — ^It has been 
thus defined — ‘ When the Samavedins, the Bd^^dins and the YajurvMinn 
use the high and low tones [in accordance with the rules relating to the 
recitihg of Mantras belonging to the various Vedas — such as ‘ Verses of 
the Bgveda should be recited loudly, those of the Tajurveda in silence, etc.’], 
that tone is called ‘ Bhdsiha \ 

[The question therefore arises that — ^when a certain Matdra is used at a 
sacrifice, — should it be used with the Bhdsiha accent ? Or the Textual 
Aecmif\ 

The JPurvapaksa is as follows — “In the case of these Mantras, there 
should be exclusion of the Textual Accent, — ^i.e. it should not be used. — ^Why ? 
— ^Because another accent has been laid down ; — as m the case of ‘ cma ’ ; 
it having been laid down that ‘ one should use the term vrd in place of the 
term gird ’, there is exclusion of the term ‘ gwd\ — ‘ But how do you know 
that what has been laid down is the accent, not 'merely the Ma/rd/ra-text 
itself ? ’ — There can be no need for the laying down of the Mcmtra-text, 
tliis being known from its own words y while the Accent oaimot be known 
unless it is actuaUy laid down ; hence it is that we conclude that when the 
use of the Mardra is laid down in the Brdhmana; it is for the pxirpose of 
prescribing the accent to be used [and as it is the Bhd^ika accent that is found 
in the Brahmaria, it foEows that during the performance, the Mantra should 
be used with the Bhd^ika accent];” 
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St!TRA (21). 

[SlDDSlXTA]— As A MATTER OP PACT, IT IS THE IXJXJXGTIOH OP 'THE 

Mantra-text itself, not op the ‘ Bha§ika ’ accent the 
TEXT IS POUND MENTIONED WITH THE ‘ Bh1§IK A ’ ACCENT 
■WITH A VIEW TO UNIFORMITY. 

Bhdsya. 

When the Brahma'^ lays down the use of the Mantra^ it is an injunction 
of the Mantra-text itself, not of the accent. — “ How do you know thk ? ” — , 
We deduce it from the fact that the expression used is si-milar to that of the 
injunction of Mantra-teocts . — “ What is its similarity to that injunction ? 

The similarity lies in the fact that the Brahmaua has added the words — 

‘ with this he takes hold of the Horse’s Rope ’ ; it is with the Mantra-t&st 
that the Rope is taken up, not with the Bhd$ika-accent ; it is the Mantra- 

too (with the words ‘ Imam agrbhmm ’), — and not the accent — ^that 
indicates the action of taking up. — “ Why then is the Bha§ika-acc6fa usedlat 
all (with the Mantra when it is mentioned in the Brdhmana as to be used) ? ” 
— The text is found mentioned with the ^ Bhd§ika’ accent with a view to 
uniformity ; i.e. throughout the Brahmatia-text, the accent adopted is the 
Bh&^ka one *, in the midst of this Brdhmarui-t6:s.t, there occur certain Mantra- 
texts ; — if these Mantra-texts occurring among Brahmamz-texts, were read 
with their Textual accents, then there would be a break in the continuity of 
the Bhdqika accent of the Rmfemana-texts (preceding and following the 
Mantra-text) ; and it is for the purpose of avoiding this break that the Manira- 
texts oeoTorring among' Brdhmdmt-texts, are found with the Bhd§ika accent ; — 
just as when singers introduce inter their songs musical variations, they 
sing these in the time of the main song itself, with a view to avoid the break 
in the continuity of the tune. — It thus follows that when fho^Mamtm-text 
is mentioned in the Brdhmana-text, it should not be regarded as the injunction 
of the use of the Bhd§ika accent. 

[Another explanation of the Svtra comes after the Bha. on Su. 24 below,] 

SUTEA (22). 

[In the CASE OP ‘Ira’] it is regarded as a ‘modification’ 

BECAUSE THERE IS NO REASON (AGAINST IT). 

Bhdsya. 

As regards the case of the terms ‘ i/rd ’ and ‘ gird % it is only right that 
there should be a ‘ modification ’ of the term ‘ gird * into ‘ ird ’, — as there is 
no reason against it, as there is in the case in question, where the fact of the 
reference being to the Mantra has been treated as a reason for not taking 
the sentence as laying down the * Bhd^ika-accent* ; there is no such reason 
why the sentence speaking of .the- term ‘ i^d ’ should not be regarded as 
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la34ng down the use of that term ; hence in this latter case, the sentence is 
taken as laying down the nse of the term ‘ im ’ (in place of ‘ ^ira ’ ) ; and 
hence, such nse having been laid down in reference to the time of the 
sacrificial performance, it has been taken as setting aside the term ‘ qim ’ 
which is the form found in the Mantra-text ; and hence in that case there is 
modification {pi the original term). 


Adhikae-ana (9) : Those Mantras that have been taught only 
in the ‘ Bhasika ’ accent, should be used with 
that same accent 

SUTRA (23). 

[PtJBVAPAB:!?A] — “IlSrASMTIOH AS THK SAME EBASONUTG IS APMAOABLE 
HEBS, the, same THIHG SHOUIiD BE DONE ALSO WHEEB IT IS 
NOT EOITND (iN THE MaNTBA-TBXT).” 


It has been decided that when a Mantra has been foitad in the ilfanira- 

with the Textual accent, it should be used with that same accent ; but 
there are cases where the Mantra is not foimd in the Mantra-text, and it 
has been laid down in the Brdhrnana-text with the ‘ Bhasika ’ accent ; e.g. 
in the case of the Mantra — ‘ Tam vai prohM vanaspatyosi ’ [where the Mantra 
‘ Vanaspatyosi ’ has been enjoined, and it is a Mantra that is not found in 
the Mantra-text (Samhita)]. — -Now what is to be done in this case (regarding 
the use of the Accent) ? 

The Purvapak§a is as follows-—" Inasmuch as the same reason is appUc- 
abU here, the same thing should he done also where it is not found in the Mantra- 
text ; the reasoning put forward in the preceding Adhikarana was that ‘ the 
Brdhmai^-sentence contains the injunction of the Mantra, because the words 
are similar to it ’ ; this same reasoning is applicable to the case in queation 
also ; even in oases where the Mantra is not formd in the Mantra-text, the 
Brdhmama-senterice should be taken as laying down the Mantra itself, not 
the ‘ Bhd§ika ^-accent. Hence such Mantras also should be used with the 
‘ textual ’ accent (not the ‘ Bhasika ’ one).” 



SUTRA (24). 


[SlDDHlNTA] — ^INASMITOH AS IT HAS ITS SOXJBOE THEBE, AND THE 
UTTEBANOB IS ITS SOLE INDIOATOB [iT SHOULD BE EBOITID 
WITH THE ‘Bh1§IKA’ AOOENT], 


Inasmuch as it has its source dbere,-, — ^i.e. as the Mantra in question has 
its source in the Brahmana itself,; — it should be used with the ‘ Bhasika 
accent ; — specially because the vUerqn^ is its sole indicator ; actual utterance 
(reciting) is the only indication; isi possible of Mantras ; they are 
recognised just as they are Mantras in question are in their 

very origin connected with the ‘ BhS?ika - accent ; — Whence there is no ground 





for attributing any other form to them ; so that they must be used in that 
same form (i.e. with the ' SMsiX’a ’-accent). 


The following is another explanation of Su. 21 — The Bruhmana-text; 
^ iTTifunagrhhnan raahanamrtasyUyashvdhhidhdnlmddatie'' is not an- injunction 
of the Mantra, it only indicates its opening words ; the words as they appear 
in their source (in the Mantra-text) appear with the ' textual ’ accent — hence 
the injunction is of Mantras with that same accent. 

In a case however where the Mantra has its source in the Brdhmana 
text itself (e.g. the MarUra dealt with under Adhi, 9), as there is nothing in 
the Mantra-text by which it could be taken to be indicated in the Brahma/tm- 
text, no such indication is possible ; hence such a Mantra has to be Used in 
the same form (and with the same accent) in which it is found in the 
Brahmaim-text itself. 
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Abhieabaj^a (10) : In the case of Mantras laid down as to 
he med in connection with certain acts, the act should he 
performed after the Mantra has been pronounced. 

StimA (25). 

Ihasmtjoh as the Mantras are meant eor the purpose op the 

PERFORMANCE OF THE ACTS, THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE PER- 
FORMANCE SHOULD FALL IN WITH THE END OF THE MaNTRA ; 

SPECIALLY AS IT IS THE WHOLE MANTRA THAT 
SERVES THE PURPOSE OF ITS UTTERANCE. 

Bhasya. 

There are certain Mantras that are laid down as to be used in comiection 
wiL]i certain acts — such as ‘ He cuts ofi the branch with the Mantra, Ise tvd — 

‘ He takes it, up with the Mantra, Devasya tvd sawituh prasave \ 

jl'ise cpicstiuu arising here is — Should the act concerned be performed 
t/Ji'er, ov before, the Mantra has been uttered ?] 

The Siddhdnta is as follows : — ^In these cases, tiie commencement of the per- 
Jormanre — oi that act in connection with which the Mantras are used, — 
fail hi with the end of the Mantras. — “Why so?” — Because it 
f i n-hoh Mantra that serves the purpose of its utterance ; it is the 
V h‘jh Jdantrn that serves the whole piupose for which the \MantTa is 
t.sed.- -“Whint is the purpose of the utterance of the Mantra?” — It is the 
brinsriug of tlie act concerned to the mind of tho performer at the time of 
its pi-rformcjicp ; when a Mantra is uttered, it is understood that the act 
spOKT'u of in the Mantra has to be performed ; — and the act for which the 
Mantra is to he used is recognised, sometimes through the force of the words 
of tiie Manira itself, and sometimes by direct declaration, such as ‘ with 
such and siich a Mantra, * he takes up the ro^^e ’ or ‘ rruahes the offering \ As a 
matter of fact, this act comes to the mind only after tlae whole of the Mrmtra 
has been uttered; and tliis is enough to serve ail purposes so long as it 
does not slip off from the mind. — ^From all this it follows that in Ihe case of 
Mantras that are to be used in connection with certain acts, the commence'!- 
ment of the act should fall in with the end of the Mantra. 


Adhikakana (11): In the case of the " Vasordham\ also 
the P erf orma'iice shall come at the end of the 
Mantra. 

►SUTRA (26). , 

[P0btapak§a]— In the case of the * Vasoedhaba thbee should 

BE OOXNCIDBNOE OF THE BEGINNINGS, BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE 
OF THE TEEM ‘ CONTINUOUS 

Bhd§ya. 

In connection with the ‘ Agni \ wo read — ‘ Santatam vasordharam jufiofi ’ 

[‘ One pours the Vasordhdrd-ohlsition continuously 

[Here also the question is— Should the oblation be poured, before or 
after, the Mantra has been uttered ? — The point in wliich this case differs 
from the foregoing one is that the Vasordlbdrd consists, not of one oblation, 
but of a series of twelve oblations.] 

The most reasonable, answer that presents itself is tliat, according to ' 
the principle of the preceding Adhika/ranu , thtj offering should be made at 
the end of the Mantra. — Against tins there is the following PTirvapak^a — 

“ In the case of the Vasordhdrd, there shouM be coincidence of the beginnings ; — 
i.e. the beginning of the performance and tlie beginning of the Mantra shouUi 
be made to fall in together. — Why ^.—Because of the presence of the term 
* GorUirwums ' ; [in the term ^ Santatam’' \ the prefix bS'aw ’ signifies unification, 
— the root ‘ton’ signifies spreading- out operation, — ^thus the root 'tan' ■ 
with the prefix ‘sam’ is used in a case where two things operate in unison 
(together) ; — in the case in question, the two things standing in proximity 
to one another are the Mantra and the Performance of the Act ; heuf what is 
denoted by the term 'santatam' is th& joint operation of these two-, -and this 
jokU operation is possible only when the beginnings of both come ; ogether. 
Hence it follows that there should be coincidence of the beginnings of both.” 

SUTRA (27). 

[SiDDHANTA] — As A MATTBK OF FACT, IT IS THE ‘ CONTINUITY ’ OF THE 
AOT ; AS THE ACTS INVOLVED AEE SEVERAL, AND THE OTHER 
(course) is IMPOSSIBLE. 

Bhd§ya. 

In reality, what is spoken of in the text ‘ Pours the oblations con- 
tinuously ’ is the continuity of the act, — i.e. the continuity of the act of oblation - 
offering only, and there is nothing said about the Mantra. — “ But the prefix 
‘ sam^ ' indicates the presence of more than one entit.\', and the act of oblation • 
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offering is only one entity ’’.-—The answer to this is that it does not affect 
the case; because the acts involved are several i as a n\atter of fact, in the 
‘ Fascwd^ora offering ’ there are a nnmber of acts, and the ‘continuity’ 
spoken of consists in the non-cessation of the series of these several acts. That 
there are several acts involved is clear from the declaration ‘one pours 
twelve Dvddasha-ohlations^. — “But this number ‘twelve’ is related to the 
substances offered ’’.—Not so, we reply ; there is no mention of the substance 
here ; it is only the act of oblation-offering that is connected with a particular 
number, in the declaration ‘He pours twelve Dvddasha-ohlaiions'; which 
means that ‘he pours so many oblations’. — ^Further, the i,e. the 

continuity or coincidence of the Mantra and the Performance — ^is not possible ; 
the performance of an act, having only a momentary existence, cannot operate 
along with the Mantra.— Pvam all this it follows that in this ease also the 
commencement of the act shotdd fall in with the end of the Manlra. 



Adhikaraka (12) : In the mse of the Agkam' also, thf 
Performance of the Act should fall in imth the end 
of the AI antra. 

SUTRA (28). 

So ALSU TN THE CASE OF THE ‘ AgHAKA-OFFERIHG J BECAUSE WHAT tS 
OFFERED IS A LONG STREAM. 



tri C'Kunection the Darshu-Purnamasa, there is the * Aghdra- 

ottering ' (which consists of pouring a stream of (Clarified Butter from one 
part of the Fire to the other); — tvith reference to w’hioh als«.> we read— 

* Pours the -•T( 7 /idra-ofBering coirtirrumisly — ^In this case also it is not possible 
for the act, which is momentary, to operate along with the Mantra ; — and as 
the act of offering in this case is one only, there cannot be a continuous 
series of acts either (as there was in the preceding Adhikarana) ; — so here 
the ‘ aantdna" (‘continuity’) spoken of in the sentence ‘pours the aghdra 
continuously ’ — must refer to the substance ; the meaning being that ‘ the 
oblation offered is in the form of a long-continued stream the term 

* continuous ’ being itsed in view of the stream bein^ a long-continued one. 


Adhikarana ( 13 ) : In the case of several Mantras serving 
the same purpose, there should he option, 

SUTRA (29). 

Inasmuch as Mantras fall in (with the beginning op the Act), 

THERE SHOULD BE OPTION, WHERE THEY SERVE 
THE SAME PURPOSE. 

BMsya. 

In a case where there are several Mantras serving the same pm’pose. — 
as for instance, for the pui'pose of dividing the cake, there are the following 
Mantras — ‘ Pu^d vdm vibhajatu ’ — ‘ Bhago vdm bhibhajatu ’ — ‘ Aryaim 
vdm vibhajatu ’ and so on, — there should be option ; — because they Jail in 
with the beginning of the act ; all these Mantras are to be used in connection 
with an act, and it has been explained that in the case of such Mantras, 
the beginning of the act should fall in with the end of the Mantra (see Sfl, 
25 above) ; — unless option is adopted, it is not possible for the beginning of 
the act to be made to fall in with the ends of all the Mantras conoera,ed.' — 
“ Is there a declaration to this effect ? ” — ; there is a reason — as it is the 
whole Mantra that serves the purpose of its utterance (Su. 25). — “ If that is 
the only reason, even if all the Mantras are used in combination, it is the 
‘ whole Mantra ’ that is xised [so that the reason adduced does not prove that 
there should be option] ”. — ^The answer to this is that it is true that even 
in the case of combining all the Mantras, the purposes of the utterance are 
accomplished ; but when the purpose is already served by the use of one 
Mantra, the use of any other Mantra is entirely superfluous. — ^This is what 
is meant by the several Mantras ‘ serving the same purpose Hence it 
follows that, because the Mantras serve the same purpose, therefore there 
should be option. 

As a matter of fact, this has been already explained under Su. 10 above ; 
and it lias been introduced here only for the purpose of introducing the next 
Adhikarana. 


^DHIKAEANA (14) : hi the case of such iujirucfiovs a.'^ ‘ He 
takes up the Abhri with four Mantras % there should be 
AMnihirmtion^ of all the foivr Mantras. 

SUTRA (30). 

;n thb case of Mantras qualified by nI'MEbals, there should be 
'•Combination’, as they must fall in together. 

Bhdsya, 

Tliere aro cM-tain Mantras which arc laid down as (.pialitied by detinito 
lumbers — e.g. hi eoimection with tiie ‘ Agui there are such injunctions as 
He takes it up witJ) four Mantras', ‘He digs with tiro Mantras', ' He 
'arries it with six Mantras ’ ; — in all such cases, there should be ‘ oombina- 

y “ Why ? ” — Because a definite mimbor is laid down by the text ; 

lence it has to be adopted ; this cannot be adopted unless there is ‘ coni- 
lination ■ 

Says the Opponent — “ Even wiien there is " combination ’ of the several 
Mantras, the act in question can be regarded as having been done with that 
jue Maniro, alone with wdiose end the commencement of the act falls in ; — 
it cannot be regarded as done with those other Mantras which are removed 
from its commencement, because the ends of these have not fallen in with 
the commencement of the act ; so that even so, the number does not becohie 
ad6]ited so far as the act is concerned. ” 

Anstver — This does not affect our position ; it is by exjjressing its 
meaning that a Mantra becomes auxiliary to an act ; and all the Maniras in 
question do express the same meaning (denoting as they do the same act, of 
dividing tlie cal^e, for instance). 

Objection—"' Even so the form of the act is really accomplished by the 
Mantra that has precedtd its comniencem<‘nt immediately; the others can 
be regarded only as serving some imseen transcendental purpose. ” 

Ansiver These cannot be taken as serving some unseen transcendental 

purpose ; in fact all the Mantrcts will speak of the same act, more than once ; 
in fact there is such repeated use of Mantras used in connection wdth acts ; 
eg. ' Kuru Luru' [’Uo tliis, do please do this’], " Karavdni karavani' [‘I 
shall do it, certainly 1 shall do it ’]. Thus then, just as in the ease of the 
Mantra speaking of an act, its utterance is rogardwl as auspicious, on the 
strength of the scriptural declaration, — so also on the strength of the 
declaration that ‘He takes it up with/o?.tr Mantras', the taking up would 
be auspicious when done with all the four Maniras, Thus then, in the case 
of ‘combination’ also there is no serving of any unseen transcendental 
purpose ; a.nd hence it, becomes settled that there should be ‘ combination ’. 


Adhik ARANA (15) : There should he option in the case of 
suck Mantras as Uru prathasm\ which have been 
enjoined in Brdhniana-'texts. 

SUTBA (31). 

[PuKV M'AKsA — contimml}~-~'' So also in the case of Mantbas en- 
joined IN BrAHMANA-TEXTS ; BECAUSE ALL HAVE BEEN 
ENJOINED, — AS IN THE CASE OF NUMBEKS. ” 

Bhusya. 

Tluiiv‘ )Ui* f'ortilin Mantras that have been enjoine<l in Brahmaija- 
-uc'li as ff?) 'Urn prathmvlli purodussham pratJuiyati, {b) ^ Uru pratha 
,i.rn n tiajnapatifi prnlhntam — Iti puroddsJiam prat}iayaii \ [In these two texts, 
uf> jiritl r\\’o distincr Mantras Ihid down as to be ustwi in connection with the 
Laamy of the Cnh- — th<i lirst Mantra being " Uru ■prathaava'’ and the second, 

' Cfo. prnthd hru tf yajhapatih prathukim \ 

rrhe question is---Slioiild both these Mantras be used in ‘combination ’ ? 
Or 'Jiunld there be option ?1 

'I'he Fnrrapakaa is as follows Tltere should be combination ; becatm 
aU ha>'(‘ been an joined ; so that if any of the Mantras is not used, its ininnetion 
be<‘i.>ioes transgi-essed ; — while by ' etanbiiuttion ’ the declaration of the entire 
ju-ocedurf including all the accessory details becomes honoured^ — And as in 
the ease i*f the injunction of 'Mardras (lualitied by munbers, so here also, aJl 
the Manilas would servo a useful purpose by speaking of the act more than 
-Friim all this we condude that there should be ‘ combination ” 


SUTRA (32). 

[Pobvapaksa-- coaeZutM]— “ We ihnd similar gombinauon op the 
Yajy.A’ and the • VasatkAba ” 

Bhasya. 

In the case of the Vdjyd and the VamfkOra there is “ combination ’ ; 
such combination being indicated by the text ‘ Ydjydya adhi va^atkaroii ’ ; 
when tliere is combination, then Alone there is an order of sequence (as 
contemplated ju this text). — ^Frqm tins alsd it ^follows that there should bo 
in the case in queatioh. ” ' 
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SUTRA (33). 


[SiDDHANTA]— A s A MATTER OF FACT, THERE SHOULD BE OPTIOX 

‘ Combination ’ IS NOT SANCTIONED BY THE 

SCRIPTURES. 


BJidsya. 


As a matter of fact, in the case of the Mantras in question, there siiouid 
be option, not combination.—^^ Why The reason for this has been already 
explained above under Sutra 2Q. -Objection-^ But hke Mantras enjoined 
with numbers, even though conveying the same idea (serving the same 
puyose) they would be used for expressing the same idea more than once, 

and thus there would be combination — ^This cannot be right ; why 

because- ‘ combination. ’ is not sanctioned by the. scriptures ; in the caso of th-^ 
Mcmtras with numbers, even though doing what had been already done 
repeated expression of the same idea was admitted on the basis of the dhect 
declaration of number; in the case in question however, tliere is no suoh 
dwtoationof combination’. Hence the conclusion indicated b^' masons 
should be accepted— that is, there should be option. 


SUTRA (34). 


Because the Injunction' ls fob the purpose 

OF A DETAIL. 


Bfmsi/a. 


As for the argument that “ the ^ combinution ’ m..Las useful the anunr- 
tion of all the A/ani-ms ”,-~thi.s proAus notiiing; us d,,. Injum-ti.m is for the 
purpose of a detail ; the Injunction is not for the purjiese of b,g down th- 
use of Mantras, but for the purposes of a detail,-m the slu.ptrof a coia- 
mendalory deelamtion ; this is what has been explained under Sutras 1 

0^'""-“ » that' and the text in question does nut lay ,tomi the 

of M the meaning of the naaertiou tliat ‘ all iiave 

been enjo acd ’ (m Su. 31),? » ® 

Under the circumstances, we can take the present Adhiharana to be 
^ hypothetml one, -base aqu the hypothetical assumption that'the te'"t 
does contain the Injunction of the use of the Mantras.-Gr. w,* mav 

for another (more suitable) example. " 
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SUTEA (35). 

In the. CJASB OE ‘ VaSATKABA ’ THEBE IS * COMBINATION ’ BECAUSE I’TIE 
PUBPOSE SBBVED IS DIEEBBENT. 

Ehmya. 

The ‘ Va^atlmra ’ is for the purposes of offering, while the Yajijd fe for 
the purpose of indicating the Deity ; heuce, there is ‘ combination ’ in ''heir 
case, because they serve different purposes, not because both servf tlie 
shme purpose. 
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Adhikaeai^a ( 16 ) : In the case of the ^ H.autm-Mantms\ 
there should he ‘ combination \ 

SUTRA(36). 

[PUmVAPAK^A]— “ In the case of the , ‘ HaETBA-MAHTBAS THEBE 
SHOHU) BE OFTION, BECAUSE THEY SEBVE THE SAME PEBPOSE.” 



There ate the following ‘ Hautra-Mantras ’ ; — (a) those in connection 
witti the Raising of the Post, ‘ UchcMirayasva vanaspate, etc.' ;~(<5) those in 
conneotioh with the covering of the Post, * Tuva mvasab, etc. 

pChe question being — -are all these to be used in ‘ combination ’ ? or is 
thssre to be option ?} the Purvapah§a is as follows — “ There should be option ; 
•—why 1— because they serve the same purpose ; whether speaking of Raising- 
or Covering, they serve the same purpose j and each one of them speaks of 
that purpose independently of the other. — ^fiC^nce there should be option ”, 

S0TRA (37). 

[SIDDHSKTA] — As A MATTEB OF FACT, THEBE SHOEJH) BE * COMBINATION ’ 
AS THEY OBEY DESOBIBB tVBAT IS BEING BONE. 

Bha^ya, 

As matter of fact, there should be ‘ combination ’ of the Haulra-manirae. 
— “ Why T ” — Because they only describe what is being done ; it has been 
said above that in the case of Mantras used in connection with an act, there 
should be option ; the Mantras in question do not belong to this category ; 

they are only descriptive of what is being done. — “ What is the difference 
between these two kinds of Mantras ? ” — ^I’he Mantras of the former class 
bring about the notion that ‘ I am doing this while those of the latter 
class give the idea that ‘ this should be done — “ How so ? ” — What the 
Adhvaryu requires is the assertion to the effect that ‘ I am doing this ’ as in 
the absence of such a notion, the p«fformance would not commence at all ; 
suoh a notion too is possible only when a similar notion has appeared before ; 
when a mam, remembers that ‘ I have to do this then alone he does that 
act.-^As for the Mcmtras descriptive of what is being done, they only describe 
what is being done by the Adhvaryu e.g. ‘ Anjanti tvdmadhvare dievayantdh.' 
This descriptibn is enough to bring to the Adhvaryu the necessary remembrance 
{of what is to be done) ; it is for this reason that it is in the form of Description. 
— ^Thus then being required by the performance, they are recognized as 
serving the purpose of reminding (the Adhvaryu) ; and in the case of a Mantra 
tliat serves the purpose reminding, what has been thus remembered and done, 
on tire strength of the words of the Mantra, becomes conducive to the fulfil- 
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meat of a transcendental piirpose ; just as an act that is don® in aceoedance 
with directions (addressed in accordance with injunctions).- — Ol^edmir— 
“ But the remembrance is obtained from the words of tlte Injunction itself 
•—True ; it does follow from the implications of the Injnnetiv© word also ; as 
it does also from the illawfm ; but on the strength of the declaration of the 
Manira,. it should be done by means of the Mantra. When the operations 
have commenced, then alone there arises the need for a series of ‘remem- 
brances ’ (recalled ideas, of things to be done) ; thus it becomes possible for 
several Mantras descriptive of what is being done to be used at one and the 
same performance. Hence, inasmuch as the Hautra-Mcmtraa are descrip- 
tion of what is being done, there should be ‘ combination ’ of these. 


SUTRA (38). 

Thebe is a text also hstdicating the ‘ Combmatjoh 


These, are the texts — (a) ‘ He recites the first verse thrice, he recites the 
last verse thrice ’, — ^and (6) ‘ One should recite the Jyoti^mati verses It is 
only when several Mantras are used together at the seune performance, 
that they can be called ‘first’ and ‘last’. — ^From.this also it follows that 
there should be ‘ combination ’ in the case in question. ■ 


End of Pdda Hi of Adhyaya XII. 



ABHYAYA XII. 

PABA IV. 

A BHIK AE A]sr A ( 1 ) *. There shall he ‘ combifiatioji ’ of M antras 

for ‘ Japa ’ {Reciting), ‘ Stuti ’ {Eulogising), ‘ Ashis ’ 
{Invoking Blessings) and ^ Abhidhdnu ' 
{Addressing), 

SUTRA (1). 

lx THE CAS OP Mantras hseb by the Saoripicer, fob ‘ Reciting 

‘ Eulogt.'Ing ‘Invoking blessings ’ and ‘Addressing’ — 

NOT CONNECTED WITH ANY ACT,— THEBE SHOULD BE 

‘ Combination ’ ; because the ‘ invoking of bless- 
ings ’ (and other purposes) are quite 
distinct. 

Bhd§ya. 

(A) * Japa ‘ Reciting — ^laid down in such texts as — ‘ Speech shotild 
be closed aft er recAting the Vai^nam, verse ’’, ‘ Speech should be closed after 
reciting the Sarasvatl verse % ‘ Speech should be closed after reciting the 
Bar'haspai/ya \'etee \ — -(B) ‘SttUi’, ‘Eulogy ’, — such Matiiras as ' Agnirmurdha 
d'hafy, etc. ’.—(0) ‘ ‘ Invoking blessings ’, — such Mantras as ‘ Ayurdd 

agnM asi dyurme dehi\- — (B) ’ Abhidhdna’, ‘Addressing’, — such as M§osi, 
etc.’ 

Qmstion-—’' What is the exact signification of the term ‘ Japa ’ ? ” 

Anaiyer— The root ^ jap ’ denotes clear speaking ; hence ‘ Japa ’ is that 
which is clearly spoken," recited. 

“In that case, the Mantra, ’ Agnirmurdhd, etc.’ would also be Japa j as 
this also is clearly spolcen or recited.” 

It is true that this also would be ‘ Japa ’ ; but it is meant to be an 
*■ Eulogy ’ (Stuti) also, — ^whUe the Mantra meant by the term ‘ Japa ’ is one 
that is used for Japa (Reciting) only. In fact, when the term ‘ Japa ’ is used 
in the Sutra along with the other terms ‘ sttUi ’, ‘ asM^ and ‘ abfddhdna ’, 
it is understood to stand for those Mantras that are used for Reciting (Japa) 
only (and for no other purpose) ; — just as in the case of the sentence — 
‘ Brahmamta, Parivrdjakas, and Brahmacharins do not come in ’, {where all 
the persons spoken of are Brahmanas) the term ‘ hrdhvmna ’ stands for 
those who are mere Brahnnaryits (and have no other qualifications) ; — so is it 
in the case in question. 

Objection — “ The Momtra ‘ Jdam vi^wvichaJcrame, etc. (which is the 
’Vai^rMvi verse) should have been cited as an example of ‘ Eulogising Mantra ’ 
. (not as mere ‘ Reciting Mantra ’).” 
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Not so ; beeatise the .Ifanim does not contain the term ‘ stmi ’, nor is 
there any one etttogfwed! by it. 

“ is eulogised.” 

Not so ; there is no useful purpose to be served by the eulogising of 
Vi^u ; in fact is nowhere regarded as one to be eulogised (by this 

verse) ; — ^nor has &idog%mng been enjoined anywhere (as to be done with 
this Mantra). All that is enjoined in the text — ‘ Having recited the Vaismivl 
mrse, one should close his speech ’ — ^is mere ‘ vadiana reciting ; hence that 
alone is what should be don© ; ‘ vachana ’ and ‘ japa ’ are synonymous terms 
(standing for BeaUing) ; as. the grammatical rule lays down the meaning of 
the root to be ‘clear speaking’, ‘ vyakta-vah \ Hence it follows 

that when what is don© is the mere reciting of the Mantra, — not eulogising 
or invoking of blessings, — ^it is an instance of ‘ Japa ‘ Reciting 

Qtiestion — “ What is the difference between ‘ Japa ’ (‘ Reciting ’) a.nd 
‘ AhhidMna ’ (‘ Addressing ’) ? ” 

— In the case of Japa, there is mere reciting of the Mardra, 
while in that of Abhidhdna, another Being is addressed through qualities 
that may or may not he there ; — a Mantm of this class is the on© beginning 
with ‘ Sgosi tve?osi ’. 

In the case of all these Mantras, — [the question arising — whether they are 
aU to be used together in * combination ’ ? Or is there to be option ?] — ^the 
Purmpak^a is that “ inasmuch as they serve the same purpose, there should 
be option 

In answer to this the Siddhdnta is as follows ; — ^There should he ‘ com- 
■ bination ’ of ah. — “ Why ? ” — Because Ihe invoking of blessings is quite 
distinct, [which also implies that] — Beciting is quite distinct ’, ‘ Eidogmng 
is quite distinct ’, and ‘ Addressing is quite distinct What is expressed 
by the BeoUing-Mantra, * Idam vipiurvichakrawe, etc.' is not the same 
that is expressed by the other Eulogising-Mantra, ^Paeakd nah aasusucdi, 
etc. ’ ; — ^similarly in the case of all the Mantras concerned. — ^Thus then, the 
Mcuniras in question are found to serve different purposes (and have different 
meanings) ; hence there should be ‘ combination ’ of them aU. 

There is a text also which indicates the ‘ combination ’ of * Eulogising ’ 
and ‘ Reciting ’ — ^viz. i ‘ He recites the first verse thrice, ‘and the last verse 
thrice’ ; it is only when there is ‘ oombination ’ of several Mantras, that 
there can be ‘ first ’ and ‘ last ’ among them ; which is not possible when there 
■isrpption among them. — ^For this reason also there should toe ‘ combination ’. 

The specificatory epithet ‘ Ydjcmamgu ’, ‘ used by the sacrificer ’, is 
meant only to be generally indicative (not exclusive) ; one and the same 
Mantra m&y h&VG aH the three characters-— naf Eulogising, Adtdressing and 
Beciting. For instance, in the case of the Mantra, ‘ Idam vipmrvichakrarne, 
etc.\ — ^if it is meant to apply to Vipya, it is eulogising, — ^if it is the narration 
of the event to some one else, then it is addressing, — if it is a self-contained 
statement, then it is resiting. 


AdhikArana (2) : At the ■ Aindrdbdriiaspatya ’ sacrifice, 
there shovld be optio7i among the several pairs of 
^ Yd§yarAnuvdkyd\ 

SUTRA (2). 

IH‘ the case OE the SBVEKAL PAIES of ‘ YaJYI-ANTJVIKYA THEBE 
SHOULD BE OPTION, BEOAHSE THEY SEKVE THE PIJEPOSE OF 
STDICATING THE DEITY, 



In connection with the Aindrdbarhaspatya sacrifice, several pairs of ‘ Y ajyu - 
unuvdkyd Mantras have been laid down : e.g. (1) — (a) ‘ Idam mmasye 
haviJipriyarnindrSbrltmpail ' — (&) ^ Ayam vdr^ pari^ichyate soma indrabrhas- 
pati is the first pair ; — (2)— (a) ‘ Asya indrabrhaspati r{6) ‘ Brhaspatirmfi 
panpaiw joasJicAa* is the seccwf pair. 

In regard to these two pairs, the question to he considered is — should 
there be option or combination ? 

The Biddhdnta is as follows : — In the case of the several pairs of ‘ ydjyd- 
anuvakyd \ there shouM he opiwm j— why ! — hecatise ihey serve the purpose of 
indicating the Deity ; — ^the Beity, which is an accessory of the sacrifice, is 
indicated, by the two pairs of ‘ Ydfyd-amvcdkyd \ for the purpose of the 
accomplishment of the sacrifice ^this purpose is served by the indication 
being done once only ; — and when the sacrifice has b^en accomplished by 
this one indication (of the Deity), there is no need for any othor indication ; 
hence the second pair of Ydjyd-cmuvdkyd can be used only at another per- 
formance of the sacrifice. — Hence we conclude that there should be option. 

SUTRA (3). 

Also bboahse we find texts indicative of the same conclusion. 

Bhdaya, 

There is a text also indicative of the same conclusion — ^wbat text ? — 
The following — Vru vai dSvdndm ydjydnuvdkyd ekayd pratydgachchat i 
gamayatycmyayd, athatra tisrcdi kdrydh ’ ; this text, wluch lays down three 
pairs of Ydjyd-anuvdkyd at the Pitpyafha, rightly indicates their quality^ — 
Similarly there is the text — ‘A/'o sarvdrii saha yajndyudhdni prahrlyani, 
mdnu^am tat hriyate, naikamikampitrdevam tat, dve dve saha prahrtye ydfydnu- 
vdkyaydfy rUpam ’ [wheare also it is said that they are to be used in pairs]. — 
From all this also it follows that there should be option. 

Question — “Why should not the option (spoken of in the Sutra) be 
taken as between the Tdfyd and the Anuvdhyd severally [and not as between 



— > Whea the Deity has been alread;^ mdicated i 
them, there can be no need for further indication of the san», 
there is no need for it,' the use of one or the other (Yajyd or Ann 
to b® omitted ■ 

Answer — On tiie basis of the Name, the samfice should be s 
to b© aocomplished by a two-fold indication (of the Deity, done by 
aod also by the Anuvdkya) ; — ^just as on the basis of the decla 
dfgB with two % it is understood that the act of ‘ digging ’ is to 
pliahed by a two-fold reciting (of the Mantra concerned). — ^Hence 
incongruity at all. 



Adhikarafa (3) : Among the Means for the jmrchase of 
Soma — the Goat and other things,— there should he 
‘ combination \ 

SUTRA (4). 

[PObvapaksa]— “ Among the Means of Puechase, there shotlo 

BE OPTION, BECATTSE THEY SERVE THE SAME 
PURPOSE.” 

BJidsya. 

Several things have been laid as the ‘ Means of Purchasing Sorna ’ 
(Price to be paid for it) — ‘ He buys it with the Goat ’ and so forth. 

[The question arising as to whether there should be option or corn- 
bination among those several things] — the PUrvapak^a is as follows 
“ Among the Means of Purchase there should be option ; — each of the several 
tilings has been laid down as the means of purchasing Soma, to be used as 
such independently by itself, — ^just as Fnfti. and Yava have been laid down 
as the means of accomplishing the sacriftce; — similarly we have the several 
things laid down — ‘ Purchases it with the gocU, — ^purchases it with gold , — 
purchases it with cloth ’ ; all tljese serving one and the same purpose (of accom- 
plishuig the purchase of Soma) ; — ^lienee there should be option among them''. 

SUTRA (5). 

[SlUOHANTA] — .VS A xMATTER OF FACT, THERE SHOULD BE ‘ OOMBINATlfc(!& ’ ; 

AS ALL THE THINGS MAY ENTER INTO THE 

TRANSACTION. 

Bhdsifa. 

'I'he term ‘ w ’ {‘ as a matter of fact ’} implies the rejection of the view 
set forth above. — It is not right that there should be option ; in fact, there 
should be * combination ’. — “Why?” — Because all the things may enter 
into the transaction ; — in the actual transaction of the Purcha.se, it is possible 
to make use of more than one thing ; what is done at the transaction (b>’ 
the payment of the Price) is the securing of the consent of the Vendor ; and this 
is rendered easier by the giving of several things. Then again, when the* 
several things ha\'Q been prescribed, they have not been prescribed as so 
many alternatives ; hence by making use of all the things, the Declaration 
of the Procedure iucluding all details becomes duly honoured. — Then again, 
among the tilings laid down, there are several of very unequal value — such 
us ‘ Purchases with Horse-hoof*, ‘ Purchases with a pair of bulls ’ ; all these 
could secure the consent of the Vendor only in ‘ combination % not through 
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option. In fact, if they were used as optional alternatives, they would 
become useless.— Hence it follows that there should.be ‘ combination 

There is the following text also which indicates ‘ combination ’ — 
‘ Tam vai dashabhih kn-nMi^ dashdk^ard virat, virdjaimva prdpnoti ’ i — here 
we have a reference to the Purdmse (of Soma) ; and what is asserted here 
(the payment of ‘ ten ’) would be possible only if several things were given 
together. — ^From this also it follows that there should be ‘ combination,’. — • 
“ Why cannot the text quoted be treated as a (separate) Injunction through 
commendaiion ? ” — ^Even so that would be contrary to (and subversive of ) the 
form of reference tliat is found present in the text ; and such subversion is 
not justifiable, so long as it can be avoided. Hence it should be treated 
as a mere reference. 




Adhikara:!?.^ (4) : In the ca-n of such acts of ' Disposal^ 
as the ‘ Upayajana’ and the lihe^ there should be 
^ combinatio7i \ 

SUTRA (6). 

In THE Embellishment, as it forms the predominant factor [t'kisRo 
SHOULD BE combination]. 

Bhdsya. 

In coxmectioix v/ith. Agnimmiya-anirml-sacrijice, the following text lays 
down the ‘ Vpayajana’’ , rnixtor oifeving, of the Anus — ‘ One makes the mirmi 
offering of the Anu.s, the Anus is life itself At the Skadishna sacrifice 
(which is a modification of the Agnliiomlya and hence takes in the details 
of this latter, under the General Law’), there are several ‘ anuses ’ (as there 
are eleven animals concerned) ; — hence in regard to this ‘ anus-offering ’ in 
this connection, there arises the question — ^Among these eleven anwsea, should 
there be option or comhinaiion ? — If the ‘ Minor offering ’ in question is a 
' fruitful action action for a purpose, thw. there should he option ; if, on 
the other hand, it» is an act of ‘ disposal there should be combinaiion . — 
Which of these two views is the right one ? 

The Purvapak^a iSi as follows : — “ It is an action with a purpose . — ^Why ? — 
When an ‘ ©atablished entity ’ and an ‘ entity to be established ’ are spoken 
of together, the former subserves the purposes of the latter, — ^because in 
tlxat it serves a visible purpose ; — if tht.’in, the ‘ Minor offering ’ in question is 
an actign with a purpose, — since that purpose is accomplished by a single 
such offering, — there should be option when there are several actions 
possible.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhanta : — In the embellishment, 
as it forms the predominant factor [there should be combination] ; — the offering 
in question is one of embellishment, — i.e. it is an act of Disposed. — “ Why ? ” 
•orBecause it is the remnant of what has been used ; the Animal had been 
brought in for the purposes of the Agnisomlya-offering when that offering 
has been accomplished, the remnants thereof have to be ‘ disposed of ’ ; — 
hence the Anus, which is a remnant of the Animal used in the said offering, 
having to be disposed of, the Minor offering in question is the particular 
manner of its disposal. 

“ Even in support of the view that the offering in question is an act 
loith a purpose, the reason put forward (by the Punxipdk^a) was in the form 
of the fact tliat it serves a visible purpose.” 

That same reason is equally applicable .to the case of its being an act of 
‘ disposal ’ ; in this ca^ also, when the remnant is ‘ disposed of ’ in the said 
manner, it helps the accomplishment of the main offering. Thus then, fiie 
reason adduced does not prove either the one or the other. 
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When, thtis,. the offering in question is an act of ‘disposal', there 
must be ‘combination’ (of ibe eleven Anuses), became tMt forms the 
^edomimmtfactor ; that is, the act being for the embellishment of the thing,— 
if the (mm of any one of the eleven animals were not so ‘ embeaiiahed 
that animal would be deprived of that embellishment. 

From all this it fohows that there should be ‘ combination 


ADHiKABAisrA (5) : At i%e ^ FireHmtall<iUon\ there should 
he option in the matter of the variously numbered 
Fees. 

SUTRA (7). 

to BBGARD TO THE NTTMBEBS THEBE SHOITLB BE OPTION, AS THEBE WOULD 
BE incompatibility WITH THE DEOLABATIONS. 

Ehdsya. 

In connection with. Fire4natdllation, we have the following injunctions 
regarding the Sacrificial Fee — ‘ One should be given,— six should be given,— 
twdve should be given ’ and so forth. 

The question to be considered is — ^among these several numbers, should 
there be option ? Or combmaiionr 

Ti^e Purvapaksa is that “ there should be combination, as thereby we 
secure a larger number of accessories, and that would be more in accordance 
with the Declaration of Procedure which takes in all the subsidiary details 
In answer to this there is the following Siddhdnta: — In regard to the 
mtmbera there should he option ; — why became there would he incompatibility 

with the dedarations ; the declaration that ‘ one should be given ^ Jays d-own 
the thing qualified by the number ‘ one ’ as securing the servwiw the 
Priest ; similarly the declaration ‘ six should be given ’ lays down thing 
qtialified by the number ‘ six ’ as serving the same pircpose ; — if then, the 
‘ one ■ and the ‘ six ’ were corribmed, there “would appear a third number 
‘ seven and the services would, in that case, have been secured by means 
of the thing as qualified by the number ‘ seven ’, and- this would be incom- 
patible with the declaration of ‘ one ’ and the declaration of ‘ six 

Oyecf40»i^‘‘ What the texts lay down is not the securing of services, 
but the act of gi/oi/ng—-' one shoxild he given \ ‘ six should be given 

Answer— The act of ‘ Giving ’ consists in the creating of the ownership 
of another person over a thing that belongs to one’s own self ; and this act is 
done with the view that the other person may become the ownsr of the 
thing given ; — -it is when the man concerned has acquired this ownership 
over the thing i^ven that he performs the priestly functions (for the giver ) ; and 
herein'’liee the purpose of the Giver ; which thus becomes a visible one. If 
the act were taken to be a mere giving in general, then an unseen result 
would have’ to be assumed (as following from such gwing). As a matter of 
fact also, we find the s^^eral numbers ‘ one ’ and the rest mentipned in 
.connection with the securing of the services of the Priests. Under the 
ehcsamstances; if any one’s services are secured by means of ‘ seven ’ things, 
then that man’s services have not been secured by means of ‘ one ’ or of 
‘ six ’ ; so that those people consent to serve not for ‘ one ’, nor for*' six ’, 
but for ‘ seven ’■ ,■ — and thus there is mcompatihilUy with Vedic dedanuions.— 
From this it follows that m regard to the numbers there should he option. 




Adhikaiiana (6) : In the case of ‘ Oroup-anirml-sacrifices 
there should he option in regard to the several 
^ Jaghanis^ {Legs). 


SUTRA (8). 


It is a past of the substance ; as bbfobe, it should be treated as 

AN ACT WITH A PURPOSE ; OPTION BEING POSSIBLE, A RESTRICTION 
HAS BEEN MADE J AS IT IS A PRIMARY ACT. 


There is the declaration — ‘ For the Ladies they sacrifice with the Thigh 
In connection with ‘ Group-Aiiirnal-Sacrifices ’ [where a number of animals 
are sacrificed, amd hence there are a large number of Thighs], there arises the 
question — Should all the thighs be used in ‘ combination ’ ? Or should 
there be option ? — Here also the same principle is applicable ; if the sacrifice 
concerned is an act tuUh a purpose, then there should be option, — ^but if it is 
an act of ‘ disposal then there should be ‘ combination 

The SiddhSnta is as follows ; — It is a part of the svbsicmce ; as before, it 
should be treated as am, act unih a purpose ; Jjke the action dealt with in the 
preceding Adhikarana, the act of ‘ saerifloing with Thighs, for the Ladies 
should be treated as an act with a purpose ; this act, appearing first of aU at 
the Darsha-Purnarndsa, comes into the ‘ group -animal-sacrifices ’ indirectly 
through the General Law at the Darsha-PurTUjmdsa, it is done as m act 
wiih a purpose ', as at that sacrifice, there is no ‘ remnant ’ in the shape of 
the ‘ Thigh ’ (there being no animal-offerings there), to be disposed of by an 
act of disposed ; in fact, it is only an ordinary Thigh that is used there, as an 
optional alternative to Clarified BvMer, which option comes into the Agni- 
somiya-cmnmal-sacrifice, through the General Law. — ^And yet in that connec- 
tion we have the declaration, ‘ For the Ladies, they sacrifice with the Thigh 
— Under the circumstances, this declaration can be taken only as restricting 
the option to one thing (the Thigh) only ; — ^this restriction to the Thigh can 
' be only to the Thigh in the form in which it haa come in through the General 
Law ; — and it has come in only' as a subordinate factor ; — whence at the 
Agnlsormya-animal-sacrifice, the Thigh is only a subordinate factor, and the 
act {of sacrifice) is the predommant factor ; — and as it is at the Agnisomlya, so 
should it be at the ‘ group-animal sacrifices ’ also. From all this it follows 
that at these latter also, the sacrifice question is an act with a purpose ; 
and as it is an act with a purpose, there qan be no ‘ combination ’ of the Thighs, 
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SUTRA (9). 

[P&EVAPAKSA— (A)]— “ Even .though it is a substance, 
THEEB SHOULD BE ‘ OOMBINATipN AS THE SUBSTANCE IS 
BEOUGHT ABOUT BY AN ACT ; AS THAT ACT IS DIFEEEBNT 
WITH BACH ANIMAL, IT IS ONLY THUS THAT 
IT IS DONE AS AT THE AeCHETYPE.” 

Bhasya. 

Saj)® the Opponent — “ Even, though the Thigh is subservient to the act 
— there should be combination ; — why ? — because the substance is brought 
dbqut by an act‘, — ^bhe substance, Thigh, has been brought about by the act 
of 5«orfen»sr the. animal, — and hence there is a desire to find out a use for 
it ; — then there is the declaration, ‘ For the Ladies, they sacrifice with the 
Thigh ' 1—fieo-ce it becomes recognised that this is the use for the Thigh 
(that has fieen obtained by the qucvrteri/hg). At the ‘ group-animal -sacrifice 
that abt is different with eaxb, cmimal, — and the substance ‘ Thigh ’ is obtained 
by that act (of quartering) from each animal-; — Whence it follows that at 4 ;he 
st-crifices in question also the Thigh is obtained for the same purpose of 
‘sacrificing for the Ladies’; — -thus does the act become done as ai the 
Arcbetype. From this it follows that, even when the act is on? for a purpose, 
there should be 

SUTRA (10). 

[Ohfection against Pwrvapaksa — argument (A)]^ — The same might be the 
CASE WITH THE PaN ALSO ; — IE THIS IS UE&ED [theu the 
Purvapafcjin’s answer would be as in the next 
8iUra]. 

Bhasya. 

K you {Pwrvapak^) think that — “ in as much as the Thighs have been 
brought about by an act, there should be combination of these”, — ^then, 
f or the same reason there may be combination in the case of the Pan also, 
where it is laid down that ‘one winnows the ohafE with the Oake-baking- 
^ ! the rise of this Pan also is prompted by an act (of wiimouring}; so 
that winnotoing of the chaff should be the use for the Pan', — and as a 
necessary consequence of this, in connection with the Group-Cahe-offerings 
also, winnowing of the chaff should be done with every one of the baking 
pans (which is an absurdity) ; — or else you. should point out some difference 
in the two cases (of Thighs and of Pans). 

SUTRA (11). 

t “ Not so ; the aot is eoe anothbe pueeosb,” 

Bhd^ya. 

“It cannot be as urged above. — Why ? — Because the act is for another 
guapose ; — ^i.e. the employment of the Pans is for a different purpose — ^for 
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the pxtrpose of cooking (baking) the Cake ; when the Pan has been secured 
for that purpose, the wimmjovng of the diaff might also be done with it oam 
in a way ; just as in a case where a man has gone 'to fetch fuel, he brings 
some vegetables also by the way; but that does not mean that hi»' going 
out was for the purpose of bringing the vegetables. 

‘ But how do you know that the Pan is really brought in for the baking 
of the cake, and is used, only, by the way, for the purpose of winnowing the 
cAnjJ,— and that it is not obtained for the purpose of both the 
as well as the baking ? ’ 

“ The reason for this has been already explained — ‘ The cdhiing connec- 
tion is for that purpose If the Pans have not been brought into existence 
for the piirpose of winnowing the chaff, then it is not necessary that all the 
Pans should be used for the purpose of that winnowing. 

[The above is the Purmpaksin’s answer to the argument urged against 
him in Su. 10]. 


The Sutra (11) maybe taken as refutiag both (the Purvapak^a argument 
in Su. 9, as well as the argument against it urged in Su. 10) — It cannot 
he as suggested, as the act is for another purpose ; — as regards the Pan 
the argument has been already answered (by the Purvapaksm, under this 
Sutra itself, see Para. 1 above) ; as regards the Thigh also, the act of 
qua/rtering of the Body is for another purpose,- — ^i.e. for the purpose of securing 
the Heart and other limbs, not for securing the Thigh itself. — ^Further, when 
the animal has been killed for the purpose of making offerings with the 
Heart and other limbs, the quartering of the body is for that same purpose. 
From this it is clear that the quartering is not for the obtaining of the Thigh, — 
When that is not so, then there can be no desire to seek for a use for the 
quartering; — whence then could there be any connection based upon that 
desire ? — ^As a matter of fact, the Thigh comes in only as a bye-product of 
the process of obtaining the Heart and other limbs ; — and this Thigh has 
been laid down as to be used in the ‘ Sacrifices for the Ladies ’ ; — ^these 
sacrifices are accomplished by means of a single Thigh ; — hence the con- 
clusion is that in the matter of the Thighs used at the ‘ group-animal 
sacrifices'’, there should be option. 

SUTRA (12). 

{Purvapak^or-^irgumenl (jB)] — It should be eboaedbd as ah act or 
‘ Disposal AS IT IS A Remnaht.” 

Ehd§ya. 

Says the. Opponent — “ There cotxld be option if the act were one with a 
purpose ; it is however an act of ‘ disposal ; — ‘ how so ? ’ — ^because U is a 
remnant ; the sacrifice having been accomplished with the animal, the TMgh 
is a remnant, and there being no use for it, -it has to be thrown away some- 
where ; and it is this throwing omny of it that is done at the ‘ Lsdies’ 
sacrifice’ ; and it is not the Thigh that is enjoined by ihe text in question. 
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nor the ‘ Ladies’ ssu-ritit-es ’ — both these having been already enjoined 
elsewhere; it is onlv i lie eonneetion between these two that has not been 
laid down anywlieiv i-lse ; lienee it is this eonneetion that has been laid 
down by tlie text in (luestion. Under tlie eiremustances, the Thigh should 
be regarded as the pmiomhianf^ not ilie subordinate, factor. If it were a 
subordinate factor, t hen it would have t<r be subordinate in several eases. — 

■ What is tlio harm in that ? 'Phar would militate against the injunction, 

' One slionld kill the Agnimmlgd aniin!’.! ‘ ; as in this case this animal becomes 
dedicated to so\'eral deities, (not onl\' to Agni-Soma),—d part of it being 
‘ de<lieated to Agnl-Som(t\ and anotlier being dedicated to the deities of 
the ‘ Ladi('s" sacrilioi's ’. For these ivasons, the sacrifice in question should 
be regarded as one of 'disposal'. It being an act of ‘disposal’, if the' 
Thigh of tme animal only were so 'disposed of’, then that animal alone 
would be affected by the etmsequent embellishment (no.t all the animals). — 
Hence there should he ‘ combination ’ of all the Thiglts.” 

SUTRA (13). 

•[Objection against Purvapaksa (J5)] — It would be so in the case of 
'' Boiled Milk ’ al.so, — as that also has an antecedent. 

Bhdsya. 

If it be as suggested above, then the act spoken in tie text—' Rice 
cooked in Boiled Milk — ^Rioe Cooked in Ourd ’ — would alf' .> have to ])c 
regarded as one of ‘ disposal ’.—'Why ? — Because that also }ias an antecedent ; 
the Boiled Milk and Own? have been already come in for being offered to 
Indra ; so that, when it is offered to Vi^u-8hvpivi§ta, it means that it has gone 
over to something else ; — so that when that also has como in, the Milk and 
Ourd come to be regarded, as being for the purposes of that with which it 
would become connected ; as such would be the sense r)f the declaration ; 
hence when it goes over otf sometlxiiig else, it would have to be an act of 
" disposal’, it being only a remnant ; so that, in accordance with the reasoning 
propounded in Su. 12, this act would have to be regarded as one of ‘ disposal ’. 
Or j'ou should point out some difference between tins case and that put 
forward under Su. 12. 

SUTRA (14). 

[AU Purvapaksa and other arguments propounded in Su. 13, answered ] — 

(A) It is a case of option, it being an ‘ act with a puepose — 

.ys the pubpose is restrictive. ( B ) It is in the 
‘Remnant’ that the effect of the act 

inheres ; HENCE IT SHOULD BE AN ‘ ACT 
WITH A PUBPOSE 

Bhdsya. 

This S'Utm supplies the answer to Sutras (12) and (13). 

(A) — ^As regards the argument (put forward in Su. 12) that “ the offering 
of the Ttiigh should be regarded as an act of disposal ”, — our answer to it is as 
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lalo-wsi—At the Aeoh^feyp©, thsare is optim, betwem %h.Q Thigh and tlie 
Glm^ BvMer same option being admissible at the ikumal-sacrifice 

the re.Ms«rtion~-contamed in the text ‘For the Ladies they sacrifice with 
the Thigh*— is mainly meant to restrict the option (to the Thigh only) ; 
this rwssertlori has thns served its purpose by excluding the Glanfied Butter, 
and hence oannot serve the furiher purpose of excluding the Thigh from 
bdi^ used for an mt wm a purpo8e.~AB for the argument—' because it is a 
remnant %— as a matter of fact, even a remnant can be subservient in several 
plaem if there is a declaration to that ^ect ; as in the case of the ‘-Kusha- 
bwiding ' 

(S)— As regards the argument (put forward in Su. 13) that— “ When 
the Boiled Milk, which has been brought in for one thing, is used at another, 
it should be regarded as an act of ‘ disposal’ this also cannot be right 
why ?— because it is in the Remnant that the effect of the act inheres ; what is 
brought by the act inheres (centres in) that Remnant which has been 
used. What is that effect ” ? — ^It is en^eJMshment i this is what is brought 
about by the ach As for the BoUed MUh or the Gurd, it has not b^n used 
anywhere, and that sacrifice also is not accomplished for the purpose of 
which it had been brought in.— From all this it foUows that what is done 
with the Thigh, or with the ‘ Boiled Milk ’ and ‘ the Ourd must be an 
adt wWi a purpose, not an act of * disposal *. 


ADHTKABAifA (7) : The permaimTiA Fire in the ‘ UMm ’ 
{Hearth) becomes modified by the ‘ Prospective Fire 
SUTRA (16). 

[ Purmpak § a — corAinued } — “Ijsr the Heabth, thebe shoeXiI) be com- 
‘bIHATIOH of the ‘ PBBMAHENT ’ AHD THE ‘ PbOSPEOTIVE ’ 
RbES ; AS THE ‘ PBOSPBOT ’ IS FOUHD IrlBNTIONEI) IH CON- 
NECTION WITH THE KEEPING (OF THE RiRB).” 

BMsya. 

In connection with the Fire^iUaf, there is ‘Fire in the Hearth’, laid 
down in the text — ‘ Produces Fire by heat ’ ; in reference to this Fire, we 
read — ‘For one desiring Brahmic glory, one should fetch Fire frona the 
hwrnmg Tree^top and keep it ; for one desiring food, from the Frying Furnace ; 
and for one desiriug Rain, from the Ughtning-fire \ 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question — ^Is there to be 
combination of the Permanent Fire (in the Hearth) and the Prospective Fire 
(brought in for the attainment of Brahmic glory, etc.) ? Or should the 
Pernument Fire be modified (replaced) by the Prospective Fire 2 

The Purvapale§a is as follows “ In the Heartii, there should be cbm- 
bmation of the Permanent and the Fires.-— Why 2 — ^Because thus 

alone would the entire declaration of procedure including aU the accessory 
details be honoured. — -‘It has been decided that when a detail is con- 
tingent at the Archetype, its modification can be due only to a particular 
connection (Su. 3. 6. 10) ; and in accordance with this principle the Prospective 
Fire should replace the Permanent one — ^It cannot replace it ; — ^why 2 — 
because the prospect is found ment ^jned in connection uhth the keeping of the 
Fire ; the prospect or desire is found mentioned in reference to the keeping 
of the Fire, in the text — ‘ Having fetched the Fire, one should keep it, for 
one desiring Brahmic glory ’ ; it is not meant that this Fire is used. for the 
. offering of the oblations on behalf of one desiring Brahmic glory ; so that the 
desired result (glory, etc.) follows only from the keeping of the Fire after 
it has been fetched from the Burning Tree-top, etc., and the oblations shall 
- continue to be ofiered as usual in the Permanent Fire in the Hearth ; — 
thus, as both the Fires come in together (in the Hearth), it must be a case 
of ‘ combination 

SUTRA (16). 

[PuBVAPAKSA — continued } — “Also beoaijsb, in the absence (of the 
Pbbmanent Fibb), the pebfobmanoe would be done in 
UNOONSEOBATED FlBBS.” 

Bhdsya. 

‘ If the Permanent Fire were replaced by the Prospective Fire, then the 
former would not be there at all ; and when this is not there, the performance 
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of the act woxjld he dom m tmkmmraied J’ire^brought f 
Furnace and other Bo\m ^ ; md this woiild be contrary to tl 
the ‘Installation of Fire’ is for the purposes of ad acts.— 
also there shouid be combination of the two Fires.” 


SUTRA (17). 

P»nEVAPAK§A---CO»dJM^^ BECAUSE THAT (FieE) IS lOB 

PUEPOSES OP tcffE Deity.” 


tOJjjnJiAATAJ uas A MATTBB OP PACT, THEEE WOUXiD E® MODlPICATIOir 
(BEPIiAOEMEKT) POE BEASOES AT.TtTBAn v ADDUCED. 

BM§ya. 

A.S a matter of fact, there should he modification {reploicemeini) of tba 
Permanent Fire by the Prospective Fire; the reasons for this Imve been 
already adduced undw SHtra 3. 6. 10.~The deelMation that ‘ Oblation- 
ofieri];^ are made in the Ahaoan^a Fire* is a general om, while the declara- 
tion that ‘ For one desiring Rain, the Fire should be obtained from the 
Lightning Fire ’ is a special one ;-^-and a special statement should set aside 
the General Statement. — Why Because^ as for the general rule, even when 
it is set aside in a case where a special rule is applicable, it room for 
application in oases not covered by that special rule; while, as for the 
special rule, if it is not applied to the particular case, which is the only one 
to which it can apply, — ^there is no room for its application at aU; which 
would mean that its injunction is entirely useless ; — it is in order to guard 
against this oontingenoy that the General Rule is taken as set aside by the 
sqpeeiaJ inde. 

It h^ been argued (in Su. 1§) that — “ the prospect is found mentioned 
in connection vtith the keeping of the Fire Our answer to this is as follows : 
— Whm it is laid down that ‘ One should fetch the Fire from the Frying 
Furnace and keep it % it is the keeping of the Permanent Fire itself which 
is meant for oblation-offerings, in reference to which the particular ‘ prospect ’ 
or de^ has been mentioned, in the text— * For one desiring Food, he shouid 
fetch it &<Hn the Frying Furnace’ ;■ the term - avadadhyat * (in these prospec- 
tive texts) is only a re-assertion (of the keeping already laid down in con- 
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aeotion witli the Permaaent Fire). — If the mentioa of the * prospect ’ were 
in reference to the ke^mg, tiien it would he the keepmg that would he fhe 
object of the Injunction j because what has itself not been enjoined cannot 
be the means of accomplishing a desired result. If then, the keeping were 
the object of Injunction, then the sentence would be mjoining that 
and also laying down a apedal tide ; and this would mean a ^jnatactical split. 
Hence the mention of the Prospect cannot be taken as being in connection 
with the heepmg of the Fire. — ^The fact of the matter is that the injunc- 
tion of the Permanent Fire for the purpose of oblation-offerings stands 
unaffected j what is done by the texts in question is that the same Pwmanent 
Fire is referred to for the purpose of laying down the special Fires ; so that 
what the text (speaking of the lightning-Fire, for instance) m^tns is simply 
that ‘ one <kMiring Bain should secure, for purposes of the oblation-offering, 
the Lightning Fire’. Thus then, this other Fire is a contingfflit one, 
and hence when that contingency (the presence of the said desire) is there, 
that contingent LigMning Fire must replace the perrmnant Fire, — ^this is the 
only right course to be adopted. 

SBTRA (19). 

On ' m® BASIS OF THE DiBBOT DeGLABATEON, THE FBBFOBMANOE MAY BE 

DONE m insrooNSBOBATED Febes. 



It has been argued (in Su. 16) that “ if the Permanent Fire is not there, 
the performance would be done in unconsecrated Fires — Our answa? to 
tMs is as follows ihe basis of the Direct Declaration, the performcmce 

may be done m unconsecrated Fires ; what is there that a Direct Declaration 
cannot do ? There is no burden too heavy for Direct Declaration. For 
mstauoe, there is the injimction to offer the oblation ‘at the footstep’ 
(where certaialy there is no consecrated Fire). 


StiTRA (20). 

Thebe wotjlb also be AN-mooNGBurrY, if thebe webe commihgiinq® 

. . . Bhd§ya. 

Further, if there were * combination ’ of the Fires, there would be a 
GommmgUng of the Prdddoya Fire (which is contmgeni) with the Fire in the 
altar (which is permanent) ; and this has been declared to be an incongruity, 
in the text — ‘ If one’s IFire becomes mingled with the Prdddvya Fire, he 
should offer a cake baked on eight pans to Agm-Shuchi •, as the Prdddvya 
Fire is very impure *. 



SUTRA (21). 

Is KiY BE Oir THE BASIS OF DIBBCIT BKOIiABAKOK IF 1! 

[then the answer is as given in the next 8utra]. 


Says the Opponent — “ There can be nothing wrong in 
as it would be on the basis of the Direct Declaration ; anc 
is done on the basis of a Direct Declaration, there can be 


The answer to this is as follows 


SUTRA (22). 


So ALSO Ur THE OTEDER CASE, 


Bkaaya. 


In the other case also, the oblation-offering wottld be done in the nncon- 
secarated Fires on tbs basis of a Direct Declaration. So that, in both cases, 
there would be nothing wrong — on acconnt of the act concerned in each 
case being done on the basis of a Direct Declaration ; hence there would be 
nothing wrong in either case ; consequently the view that there should be 
replacement (of the Pennanont Fire) is accepted, as that course is a con- 
tingeni one (and hence should be accepted) ; so that there should be no 
* combination ’ of the two Firesi 


StJTRA (23). 


EvBE Oir ATtATfBOKMBKT, TETERE WOXTLI) BE ADOPnOE, AS THE AOT 
' WILL BLiVE BBElSr DOES. 


Bha^, 

It has been argued (under Sti. 17) that, the Fire is for purpo^ of 
the Deity — Our answer to this is as follows : — Evm on abrndonmerU of 
the Permanent Fire, there would be nothing incompatible in the adoption 
of the Deities, — as the act will htwe been done ; as a matter of fact, the Deities 
axe adopted by the Aiwadhana of the IFires, not by the FiTe-Uself ; the text 
bearing on the matter being — * One who takes wp the Fire on the previous 
day sacrifices to the Deity on the following day ’ }— this taking up of the 
Fire ba« been done already (pn the previoi^ day), and the Deities adopted 
therein may very well have tihe sacrifice offered to them in another Fire, — 
Thus there is no incongruity involved (in ^ SiddMnta), .. 


ABB U ABAigiA (S) : The ‘ MoMftmimry ’ .Fim cannot he 

regarded as ^ Ahammga \ 

SCTEA {24|. 

— ** ir SHOUliD BB BB0ABPEI> as imB * AhAVABTSTA AS 
HP IS C»affl»GTBD Wll’JH. * ^HUn ’ (OBIiATIOB-Ol'FEEIlfa).” 

Ehdsya. 

“ Tke, * MoMficaiory i?*m ’ [Le. the Brospeetiv© Fire that has replaced 
the Permanent Mre in the hearth] Oiould he ^ngcutdeA as the ^ lhavamya ’ t 
—why it is competed wWi \ahmi ’ (eblatum^^ering) ; that Fir© is 

caiW mld<^ is approached cmd then has oblatiom offered into 

it C* Myi^ yasmm ’) ; — and oMaiions are aduaXly offered in the Fir© in 

question ;—hmc© it must be r^arded as the ‘ Ihaeamiya 

SUTEA (25). 

[SmBHiBTA]— I t most BB AJSrOTHBE ; BBOABSB THIS HAS BBBH TAKEN 
OUT AISrD BBOtTGHT IN. 

Bhd^ya. 

In fact, another Fire should b© the Ahamansyai the ‘Modificatory 
Fire’ cann<^ be the Ahetrxihiya^^wl,j 1— because this has been taken otd 
andbroug^ini this Fire is an ordinary one, which is ‘ taken out’ and ‘ brought 
in —as is dear from the injunctions ‘ On© should bring it in out of the 
Buying Furnace % * One should bring it in out of the Pradavya ’.—The 
‘ d5cRKif%a ’ is bas^ upm consecration, it being applied only aSter certain 
eonsecratory eanbellidunents have been perfoxined,--hnd never before that. 

^ -for the argummt that “ the Fir© is connected with Ahaii (oblation- 
offering) oblation-offarings have been laid down as to be done after the 
^ ^mmya ’ character has been established,— as is clear from the injunction, 
Qffffla oblations in the Ahaeaniya ’ ; the oblations being laid down as to be 
^e m ihe weU^tablished Ahavar ^ ; so that the name ‘ ahavaniya ’ 

IS ^t based upon the fact of Ahutis (oblationfi-afferings) being made in it 
—From aU this it f ofiows that tbe Modificatory Fire cannot be the Ahcmmlya 
The purpose of tins Adhikaranu is that the details of the ^ AhaeamSm^ 
are not to be performed in connection with the Modificatory Fire in question 





ABHiKABAJf A (10) : The ‘ Fire in the Hearth ’ is mt to 

he Jcept for ever, 

SUTRA (28), 

[Pim.’VAPAK^A] — “ PEEMAafEHT MAraTENANCE BEING ' POSSIBLE, THEBE 
SHOITLB BE OPTION ^ AS THEBE CAN BE NO PEOHIBITION WITHOUT 
EEASON.” 

Bka?ya. 

In eonnection with. Ihe same ‘Fire in the Hearth’, we proceed to 
consideir the qu^tion — May it be kept permanently or not kept, at option ? 
Or shonld it not be kept permanently at all ? 

The Purmpaksa is as follows ; — “ Permanent maintenance being posaikU, 
there should he option ; i.e. one may, or may not, keep it permanently. — 
Why so ? — Beoause there could be no prohibition vnthout reason ; there ia the 
following prohibition of its mainteaanoe — * It should not be kept np ; if it is 
kept np, it create meoaies few* Mm ’ ; — this prohOnMon would have some 
sense only if the T^spmg ^ ^ the lire ware a pc^ability; e.g. such 
proMM^ons as ‘ one Arnold nc^ go ‘ <n)e shonid not ^t have some sense 
<miy in cases where going and easing are possible j — but there could be no 
such posfflbility of th© keeping dE the Fire without a Direct Declaration 
to that effect ; hence we infer the esdabence of a Declaration enjoining the 
heepng up of the Fire; this infexned Dedhrataon makes the keeping up 
poaefids, while Hie aforesaid Frohibition forbids it ; hence there should be 
option in ihe matter.” 

SUTRA (29). 

[SmSHlNTA] — As A MATTEE OP PACT, THE PaOHEBmON APPEBTAINS 
TO mB * FieE op BOTOrGHISKED BBELLIANOE ’ ; AS THEBE IS 
PEBMANENT MAINTENANCE OP THAT. 

BM?ya. 

In case there were no possibility of the marntmance of the Fire on the 
basis of an already perceptible Vedic Declaration, then alone would there 
be some ground for the inference dc a Declaration to that ejffeet ; — as a matter 
of fact however, there is nkeady a Direct Deelaratioa relating to * the Fire 
of Extinguished BrilManc© which makes possible the maintenance of the 
Kre in question ; this declaration bdng — ‘ The Ahavaniya, of esxtingmshed 
bHUktnoe, should be kept up peamanmtly * ; and inasmuch as the Fire m 
Hearth has taken the place of the Ahavaniya^ what has been declared 
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regarding the Ahwamya becomes applicable to that also ; — ^thus there arises 
the possibility of the permaneat maintenanoe of the J’ire w the Hearth 
ia question j— -and it is the prohibition of this that is contained in the text 
quoted above (to the effect that this Fire ‘ should not be kept up ’) ; — ^thus 
^ere is no ground for the inferring of a text (rendering the permanent 
maintenanoe possible). — Thus then, as there is no direct mjunction of keeping 
up the Fire in tite Hearth,— Had there is no need for keeping it up,— -it 
should not be kept up at all. 


Adhikabana (11); At the ^ Sattrct' and the ^ Ahma^ 
sacrifices^ such acts as the ‘ Touching of th ^ Bhukra 
Vessel ’ and the like should he done hy one 
Sacrificer only. 

SUTRA (30). 

Among the host of acts to be done by Saobutobrs, only one shotjle 
DO THE acts fob OTHBB FUBFOSES. 

BMsya. 

In connection with the Sattra and ATwmi sacrifices, there are a host of 
acts to he done by the sacrificers, Pn regard to these the question arising 
as to whether these should be done by all the Sacrificers, of whom there are 
several, or by only one of them ?] the Siddhmvta is that among these acts 
those that are ^pardrtha\ ‘for other purposes ’ — such as ‘the Sacrificer 
touches the Shukra'^vessel \ * the Post of Udumbara wood is as tall as 
the Sacrificer ’ and so on, — shouM he done hy only one Sacrificer, not by all 
of them. — Why ? — Simply because they are for other purposes ; i.e. in 
these cases, the act concerned confers no benefit on the sacrificer ; if it did, 
then for the sake of securing the benefit, to himself, every sacrificer would 
do it. As a matter of fact, the acts are done by the sacrificer simply because 
they have got to be done ‘ by the Sacrificer ’ ; hence, when it has been done 
by one, there can be no need for its being done by another ; hence only one 
of them should do these acts. 



Abbokarana (12) : Ai the ‘ Ahina \ the said ‘ Tovxihing of 
the ShuTcm, etcJ rmy he done hy any om Sacrificer, 

StJTRA (31). 

ThBBE CAIJ BE iro EBSTBIOTION, AS THEBE IS NO GBOUND FOE 
DrEFBEENTIATION. 


There can he no restriction as to which particular Sacjrificer should do 
the acts iu question, — any one of these may do them. — ^Why ? — Because 
there is no grcmnd for (MfferentiaMon ; w© do not find any grounds 'or 
differentiation, — either w iwrds or in facts ; — Whence there can be no restriction. 

This is the final conclusion so far as the AWna is concerned, where there 
is no ‘ Chief ’ among the Sacrificers — ‘[with the SaMra it is different, the Master 
of the House is the Ohmf Sacrificer ; hence the case of 8attra is dealt with 
separately in the next AdhAhjeramil. 


Adhikaraka (13) : At the ‘ Sattra the said acts should he 
done hy the Master of the House only. 

SCTRA (32). 

Oe, the Chief oke shottlj) do these, as thebe would be no incom- 
patibility IN THAT. 

Bhdsya. 

At the Sattra however, the Master of the House is the one Sacrifice t 
that should do the acts in question. — ^Why ? — Becattse there would be no 
incompatibility in that-, if the said Sacrifioer did these, there would bo no 
incongruity in it ; he is the one Sacrifieer who should not perfomx the 
fiuictions of the ‘ Prie;§ts ’ j hence there would be some difficulty and 
confusion if among the priestly functions, there arose the question as to wlxi<jh 
one should perform the acts — to the performance of which all would be 
equally entitled. 

If this method is adopted, then* is s(jjtu‘ ussefui purpose served l)y the 
‘ Master of the House that he vvocUd perfonti tliose fuiicrions boaritnr 

upon the Sacrifice that are to bo performed ■ bv tite Sacrifkcr \ 


■ 


j^p yrtr at? ATJ A (14) *. At the Sattra^ emhellishments like 
‘ anointing ’ are to he done to all the Sacrificers. 
SUTRA (33). 


[PUbvapak^a — cmiinmd\ — At the Sattea, it should be the ‘ Master 
OE THE House -as others have no oonneotion just 

AS IN THE CASE OE THE TITLE ‘ HaUTEA 


BMsya. 



The PurvapaJc§a is as foUows “ They should be done by the Master 
of the House only ; — ^why ? — as others have no connection (with the title 
‘ Master of the House ’) ; so that when this course is adopted, the comieotioii 
of the title with the act is not absent ; i.e. it comes to serve a useful purpose. 
—How 1— We explain : — ^In this connection the term ‘ grha ’ (‘ House ) stands 
for the sacrifice, not for the House itself; if the House itself were meant, 
then, there would be no distinction ; as all the sacrificers are masters of the 
house (of sacrifice),— ‘ But of the sacrifice also all of them are mastm\— 
True, that is so ; and yet through the title, some sort of superiority is dis- 
cernible ; just as in the case of such assertions as ‘ Devadatta is the Brdhmuna 
in Mathura \ This superiority, in the case in question, may be due to th(- 
larger number of functions performed, or to sharing the benefits to a imger 
extent. The largeness in the number of functions is not possible (m case at 
the Master), as the others have a much larger number of functions to perform ; 
the larger sharing in the benefits however is possible, specially beca^ the 
‘ embemshments of the Sacrificer’ apply to him to a larger extent than to 
the others. Hence the conclusion is that with a view to the applicability 
of the title ‘ Master of the House the acts meant to benefit the performers 
should be done by the Master of the House only.— As w the case of the^ Mh 
‘ hatUra ’ ; i.e. with a view to the applicability of the title hautra the 
acts included under that title are to be performed by the Botr priest only 
similar should be the case in the present instance also.” 


SUTRA (34). 

[POBVAPAK^A-COTtciltticd]— A lSO BEC.4USE OF 'THE SOBIFTUKAL 
1)E03^EATXON.“ 

Bhafya, 

“There ie the foIlowUg ecriptaral deoteration mdicetiug ita 
er heneate aoormng to the Master of the Bouse—’ Ho «-ho, .it the SnU 
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c the Saerificers, is the propounder of the 

Smm and aeqmres superior prosperity ’ ; this would be possible only if he 
Shared the benefits to a larger extent than the others.” 


SUTRA (35). 


[SlDBHtoTAj—As A MATTER OE FACT AJSL SHOtnUD DO THEM ; AS THE 
ACTS ARE FOR THE BENEFIT OF ALL. 


As a nmtter of fact, all the Saerificers,— not the MaMer of the Home 

performers.- 

, ^ ?-Because the acts are for the benefit of all j the acts in question imve 

been deciar^ (m the following text) as being for the benefit of all the 
saerificers- Desiring prosperity, they should proceed to perform the Dvm 

has not had the embelhshments done to liinx,— for liim, the sacrifice would 
be defective to that extent, and hence futile ; and this would militate against 
the declaration that the acts are of use equally to all. 


SUTRA (36). 

Thi inxE ‘Mastee of the Hotob > amo apfues bwaixt to ali,. 


JuAt AS, though the MoMer of the Bouse doet act do anything himaelf, 
other proona do the work tor him. dmilarly oven with this, there is 
Bupe^ty Attaching to the Master, as Af«er,-not as a sharer in larger 
^ ^ *>'« ot the boneflts 

Says the OpponenW Through self-interest, the Sacrifleers would 
purpqsely omit acts that are conducive to the hilfllment of tlie sacrifice ” 

The answer to this is as follows : — 


SUTRA (37). 


WhESE thebe is IHOOMPATIBmTy. THE OTHEB SHOCEB BE DONE. 


> a case where there is no incompatibility between wliat is for the 
o wnfleo and what is for the man's benefit,— there it mav be 
ttat the Priests would do the latter ; but when they are incompatible, kw 

h5r ""'k iT hot done, then the sacrifice 

itself would not be accomplished ; on the other hand, if the act for the man's 
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benefit were omitted, the defect would attach to the man ; and under the 
principle that ‘when there is conflict among the details of subsidiaries, 
what is for its own purpose should be adopted ’ (Su. 12. 2. 25), greater 
importance attaches to what is for the benefit of the sacrifice.— Hence 
that is what should be done. 

SUTRA (38). 

As BEGABDS OTCB ‘ HaUTBA IT IS BEOAUSE IT IS FOB THE SAKE OF 
OTHEES. 



As regards the argument that “ it is as in the case of the title HaijUra ”, 
— in the case of the HarUra, the man is for the sake of others, the act is not 
for the sake of the man ; hence it may be done by any one of them only, 
not by all ; in this case the name would be the determining factor. In the 
case in question howeve”, the title ‘ Master of the House ’ camiot bring about 
the exclusion of anything ; so that it could be applied on other grounds also ; 
and when it is not applied, it might well be useless, and not able to exclude 
any ; specially as there is no declaration excluding anything at all. 

SUTRA (39). 

The OTHEE DBOLARATIOFr IS A MBBl ASSEBTION^ 

Bhd§ya. 

The sentence that has been cited by the Opponent — ‘He is the 
propounder of the sacrifice — does not indicate anything at all ; it is a mere 
assertion j because there is no possibility of any larger benefits accruing ; 
because it is only when there is such possibility that there can be a text 
indicative of it. 



-\i)[irKAiUNA (15): They Bmhwana alone is entitled to 
‘ ptrf on, I the Priestly Functiofis, 

SUTRA (40) 

IPCrvapaksaI-^-The Fttnction should belong to all 

CASTES, UECAUSE ALL ABE ABLE TO DO IT.” 

Bhd§ya. 

The PrimtlyFimctio, I slimOd belong Icattcam^.-BrShmatfchK^ya 

imd Faisliw?— why '■- became they are aU able to do it; they oao all do it, 
they have tad the reiluMte learning and are equally learned ;-no ilUterata 
nerson has been laid down as to perform saerifloes i and the 
of debts (to ■ Pitts; Deities and Psis) is necessary for all ; the 
‘Brahmwa’ should therefore bo taken merely as an indicative of all the 
three castes ; — as already explaiiiod.’ 

SUTRA (41). 

[SlDDHlNTA]— I t :bust belong TO BbAhmanas alone, because 
OE THE SmBTI. 


The Prieelly Fuactiotie-eltotM belong to Brahmanm alone, not to the other 

two castes —Why 1 — Because oftheSmrli ; cultured people quote the tonowing 

wr^“offlciISg as Priests. Teaching and Receiving of Gifts are the means 
of livelihood reserved for BrShmavas only ' i and it has been declared mdei 
Zb Sntrti’ie authoritative. Hence Brahmanae alone should 

officiate as Priests at sacrifices. 


Also because ' 


SUTRA (42). 

‘FbUIT-Oup’ has been laid DOWN FOB 
THE OTHBBS. 


Bhd§ya. 

For tJie others, —K§annya^ and Vaishy as, —the ‘ Fruit-Oup ’ has hr’en 
laid down, in the text^' H the sacrifice is performed for the KsaUriya or 
the and he wish to eat Soma, he shotdd bring the banyan-sprouts, 

pound them, mix them up’ with curd, he should offer that to him. not the 
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8(mM \ la the caae of such assertions as ‘ if the man desires to drink milk 
Tahra should be given to him’, what is understood from this is, either that 
there is no milk available, or that the eater concerned is one not entitled to 
eat milk so also in the case in question, on the man desiring to Soma, 
the/m^is are offered to him; here also it means either that there is no Soml 
available, or that the Eater is not'entitled to eat the Soma ; now as a matter 
of fact, there is plenty of Sorm available at the sacrifice; hence what has 
been said cannot be due to no Soma being available ; hence it follows that 
the man is not entitled to eat Soma, When thus the K§attnya and the 
Vaiahya are not entitled to eat Sorm, they cannot perform the priestly 
funotioM, —because it is necessary for the Priests to eat Soma. Hence the 
conclusion is that the K?aUriya and the Vaishya cannot perform the priestly 
functions. 

StiTRA (43). 

The same is the case with the ‘ CimD-BUTTER-MlXTTJBE WHERE ALSO 
THE EXOLirSIOH IS BITE TO THE FACT OF NOT BEING 
‘ DRINKER OF SOMA *. 



Further, the text excluding the K^attriya and the Vaishya from partaking 
of the ‘ Ourd-Butter-Mixture ’ states the fact of these not being ‘ Soma- 
drir^ers ’ as the reason for that exclusion.—' Neither the KsaUriya nor the 
Vaiahya should drink the Gurd-BtOter-Mixture, as he is a non-drinker of 
Soma ’ ; this shows that the K?aUriya and the Vaishya do not partake of the 
Soma. 


StJTRA (44), 

Also becaitsb it is mentioned in connection with the 
‘ Qhartering *. 

Bha^yd. 

In connection with the ' Quartering ’ of the Oake done at the Daraha- 

Purnamaaa, the Brahrnanaa alone have been mentioned, in the text ‘ This 

offering-material is for the Brahmatraa, those that are gentle Soma-drinkers ; 
it is Tjiot for the Non-Brahrmna It has been explained that the quartermg 
of the GaU is for purposes of Mating ,— the Bating of Bemnants is for the 
Pnests only ; if then the Priestly Functions were to be performed by the 
Kgatbriya and the Vaiahya also, then the off^i%g-material could not be 'for 
the Brahmanaa ’ only ; as in cert^x cases it would be for the Kaattriya and 
the Vaiahya also ; and hence the emphatiq statement contained in the text 
quoted alone would become meaningle^ . , , j 


SHABARA-BHlSYA 
VoL III. 

PRELIMINARY INDEX. 


Ahhldhana — combination of Mantras 
at, 2348. 

Abhisichanlya — at Dasftapcya— per- 

formed, separately, 2167. 
AbhyudaySsti — at details offering with 
Curd and Boiled Milk, 1621. 
Adhfgu-Mantra — ^term ‘ ekadhd ’ repeat- 
ed in, 1577. 

„ „ ‘ praJiasd ’ stands 

for Frashamsa, 1604. 

„ Praiqa — ^omitted in case of 
Ewe dedicated to Sarasvatl, 1481. 
AdhyUdhm — is modification of J^Ja, 
1984. 

AdJwara-kalpa, 2142. 

‘ Agnaye jwtam etc.’ — the term 
‘ agnayS ’ modified at Eotype. 1468. 
-sacrifice — helps the main sacrifice, 
1654. 

„ — at Fire-installation — to be 

named with qualifications, 
1829. 

Agnidhayana — Archetypal and Eotypal 
offerings at, 1763. 

,, — combination of Ndri- 

sfahoma and 

Naksatrespi, n9S. 

. , — Agnivimoka done at, 

2192. 

AgnyatigrShya — appertains to Ectype, 
2052. 

Agn^ianvddkdna — ^none at Diksav^tyd, 
2273. 

„ none at Ispis, 2276. 
Agnispama — ^silence prompted by pre- 
vious factors at, 1446. 

Agnisput — Stotra and Shastra not 
modified at, 1860. 

Agntsomlya — ‘ Uruka ’stands for FcK — 
at, 1602. 

„ at — Agni mentioned siml>ly 

as ‘ Agni 1839. 


Agnisomlya at — Speech given vent to 
2191. 

„ animal-offering — Exp i atory 

rite at — on touch- 
ing Post, 1559. 

„ „ -sacrifice — o p t i o n 

among Mantras speaking of one and 
several Nooses, 1566. 

Agnivimoka at Agnidhayana, 2192. 

Ahargarui — Fresh cloth necessary at, 
1972. 

AMna — acts done by asinglesacriflcer. 
„ act of Touching — ^by only one 
sacrificer, 2370. 

„ distinguished from Sattra, 1961. 
„ at — Letting loose of Bulls pre- 
cludes rest of Performance, 
2164. 

„ Touching of Shukra, done by any 
one Sacrificer, 2371. 

Aindrdgna — mention of — ^is reitera- 
tion, 2069.' 

Aindrabdrhaapatya Sacrifice — at — op- 
tion of Ydjyd-Anuvdkyd, 2350. 

Altars — at separate — Mantras repeated 
separately, 2272. 

Angirasdm dvirdtra — at — ^there is pre- 
clusion of Sodashin, 1886. 

Afljandbhyafijana — at — ^Butter mixed 
with Gum-resin for anointing, 1812. 

Animal Sacrifice — to Soma-Pusan — 
Posi of Khadira, 2020. 
„ „ with several deities, 

1584. 

Anunirvdpya offerings — ^Procedure of 
Cake-offering adopted at, 2321. 

Anuvakyd — recited in Neutral Tone, 

1626. 

Anuyajaa — at Svistakft offering — ^is an 
act of embellishment, 1841. 

Apardgmia — Homas — are separate, 

2160. 




SHABARA-BHlSYA : 


SUTRA (45). 

Also beoalse it is so found in the case op the ‘ AnvIhIbya ’ 
Gift. 



There is the \Anvaharya Fee ’ given at the Darsha.Purnwndaa. In con- 

uection with this Pee, the Bmhmai^as alone are mentioned in the text ‘ Ta 

Ue mi dBva ahutiidd yat brdhnmrmstadanmharati tdnem tena prlnati' ; the 

Sacrificial Fee is given to the Priests ; hence it follows that BrahtmT^aa 

alone can be priests. ^Hence it is that we have the Smrti-rule quoted above, 

and this Smrti is supported by all the indicative texts quoted above!— 
From all this it follows that the Priestly Functions are to be performed by 
E rahmamts only, not by the other two castes. 


JSnd of Pcida iv of Adhyaya XII. 


End of the Shabara-Bhasya. 
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Apurua — ^prompts details, 1417. 

,, „ Proksana, 1421. 

„ subsidiary-prompte varia- 

tions of Pitch, 1425. 

„ prompts details of Fruit and 

Beity, 1427. 

Archetypal Samans — excluded by 

Kamia, 1817. 

Archetype — ^between Eetype an4 — 
Eotype to be adopted, 2314. 
Aahvamedha — at — option re Mantra 
„ connected with Savanlya, 
1597. 

„ at Text ‘ Ishanaya etc. ’ 

lays down a dtetinct 
sacrifice, 1628. 

„ at — ‘ Two Lamp-posts ’ ex- 

cludes Adhvaryu's Fee, 

1787. 

AsfaraUra — at — combination of Calf- 
skin and unworn cloth, 2319. 
Ashvapratig-rahespi — distinct set of four 
Pans at, 2237. 

Avabhftlia — Agni and Varu^a qualified 
as ‘ Sviatakrt at, 1837. 

„ distinct— laid down by text 
‘ Vdrurwika kapaXerm etc, % 
2011. 

„ with subsidiaries — performed 
in water, 2149. 

„ prescribed in Text ‘ VaruV'yd 

niekdaena etc. ’. 

AvSsti — at — subsidiaries performed 

separately, 2218. 

Adhdna — Sentence beginning with 
^ Upa' indicates option at, 2040. 
Agrayapa-^&t — Cloth and Calf exclude 
Anvdhdrya'B.iee, 1760. 

„ at— details connected with 

AnwaMrya, performed, 
1761. 

„ „ — ^no cooking of Calf, 1762. 

Agrayag.a — at — no cooking of Cloth, 
1763., 

„ at — ^Pouring of Clarified Butter 
over Calf and Cloth, 1764. 

Agmya — ^mention of — is reiteration/ 
2059. 

Aghara — ^to fall in with end of Mantra, 
2340. 

AgrayaxM — only Flowering Grasses 
used, at, 2315. 


Agrayaxm — ^Procedure of any one 
sacrifice to be adopted at, 2317. 
Ajyabhdga offerings — in cc/unection 
with Cake offering, 2260. 

‘ Ajyahhdgau yajati ’ lays down 
Grhamedhiya as a distinct sacrifice, 
1993. 

‘ Ajyena aheaam aamathdpayati ’ lays 
down a distinct Act, 1632. 

Ahavamya — worshipped with Mantra — 
Ayamaalia8ramdnavae>te.',l&22. 
Aramhha^iyd lati — ^at Ectypal sac- 
rifices, 2303, 

„ performed only once at Daraha- 
Purxt.amdaa, 1461. 

„ is an embellishment of Per- 
former, 1461. 

„ excluded at Dikaartlya etc., 
164^ 

„ „ ,, Anumati etc., 

1644. 

„ „ „Aramhha-^lyd, 

1645. 

Aahia — combination of Mantraa at, 
2348. 

Aahvina — Cup— the foremost of cups, 
1899. 

„ and other cups brought up 
from Aindrdgna, 1901. 
Aiithyd — ends with Ida, 2003, 

„ „ . „ first Ida, 2005. 

„ lati — Besprinkling etc. not 

done with each Bite 
at, 2287. 

„ „ — at — Mantra used for 

scattering — repeated at other Bites, 
2289. 

Avdpa and Udvdpa of Sdmana — done 
in Pavamdna Hymn, 1823. 

Bahiapavamdna — Importation of Verse 
in, 1871. 

Bhii — Sacrifice—' Dlienu ’ excludes all 
other Fees at, 1778. 

Black Horn — Thrown on last day, 2188. 
Black-necked animals — offered to- 
, gether, 2126. 

Bone-Sacrifice — ^performed by living 
persons, 1710. 

„ „—-Japa etc. not performed 
at, 1713. 


INDEX. 
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Bone-Sacrifice — Measuring of Post and 
Touching of Shukra at^ 
1715. 

„ „ — Prospective Acts not per- • 

formed at, 1716. 

„ -no Invoking of Blessings 

at, 1717, 

„ „ — no performance of Stotf- 

Kamas, 1719. 

Brhaapatisava—CupB dedicated to 
Indra-Vayu etc. combined with 
those to Brhaspati, 1803. 

Brhat and Rathantara — details are re- 
stricted, 1641. 

» .» — details performed 

in connection with 
Kazivarathantara, 
1343. 

» » » — combined in Ubka- 

yaedman, 1936. 

Brahman-Priest^to eat of shares, 
1690. 

»> sj Chaiurdhd KaraijM 

not done in share of, 1691. 
Brahmasdman — sung by interlinking 
the quarters, 1619. 

„ killing of— not to precede the 
rest, 2161, 

Brahmana alone — entitled to perfoim 
priestly functions, 2376. 

Brahmic Glory — persons desiring — 
should offer only Vrihi, 2022. 


Charu -offered 


(Cl no placing of 
Pan on Pire, 
1676. 

-no spreading 
out and 
smoothening, 
1676. 

-no covering with 
Live Coals, 
1675. 

-no applying of 
Heat, 1676. 
-no taking out 
and keeping 
aside, 1677. 
Chdturmdsya Soma-saorifices — Details 
appertain to Archetype at, 
1760. 

„ Invocation done without 
changing the term ' Ijya \ at, 1851. 
Chitrd—Rice need not be of Vnhi 
only, 1734. 

Clarified Butter— Eating of— -at end of 
i^a^aha, 1939. 

»» » >j only once, even 

when i^a^aha 
is repeated, 
1941. 

Cow-sacrifice — Cow spoken of as 
‘ Usrd at, 1834. 


Baraka — at — Eire is taken out without 
Mantra, 1613. 

Darsha-PurTtamdsa — at — Jirambhamyd 
Isfi performed only 
once, 1461. 

» „ Vffhen performed by 

man with two wives 
—no modification in 
Mantra, ‘ Patnlm 
' Sannahad etc.’, 1669. 
„ at — gift to Enemy serves trans- 

cendental purpose, 1709. 
»> i> ydjyd and Puronuvdkyd 
are acts of Embellishment, 
1842. 

, „■ ' results of— brought up collec- 

tively by its components, 

I - - 2080. 

if —to be always performed along 


Cake-offering— in connection with 
Savanlya Animal, 2295 
Charu-ofSering—to VaishvSdevas — ^In- 
vocation of Vifxi'U excluded 
from, 1639. 

„ is O'oked Rice, 1664. 

„ offered to Surya, is cooked in a 
Pot, 1670. 

» „ — ^no grindmg at, 


-mixing of water 
not necessary, 
1673. 

-throwing into 
vessel nbt 
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Darsha — at— Mantra repeated with 
each act, 2242. 

Deity — details of— prompted by 
Apurm, 1427. 

„ — ^Postponed at Savaniya Cake, 

2211. 

„ details, not prompted by, 1429. 
„ should be indicated by name 
contained in Injunction, 
1824. 

„ should be indicated by name 
also in Transference, 1828. 
Depositing is brought forward, 1903. 
Details — of majority, to be adopted, 

2305. 

,, — of First, to be adopted, 

2306. 

„ — not prompted by Deity, 1429. 
„ — of Principal Subsidiary — 

most authoritative, 2307. 
— not prompted by Substance, 
Number, Reason and 
Aggregate, 138. 

„ — Archetypal — if not needed — 
not to be performed at 
Eotype, 1636. 

-—Combination of — serving dif- 
ferent purposes, 2324. 

„ —Option of— serving same 
purpose, 2325. 

DemtadhUcarana, 1429. 

* Dhanya ’ — ^the word — should be mo- 
dified in putting Rice on Stone-slab, 
1469. 

‘ DMnu ' — stands for the Cow, in text 
‘ Dhenumalabhata ’, 1731. 

Dhiih aamam — sung over one verse, 
1863. 

Dlkaa^iiya — ^no AgnyanmdMna at, 
227i 

„ No ‘ Taking of Vow ’ at, 2274. 
Disposal — Combination at acts of, 
2354. 

Dvadashdha — Dlkshd etc. to occupy 12 
days each, 2222. 

Dvddaahdha — at — Rtapeya and other 
„ details to be performed, 
1725. 

„ analytic — ^is eotjpe of syn- 

thetic Dva- 
daahdhn, 1907. 


Dvadashaha analytic at— metres of 
Mantras are 
changed, 1913. 

„ „ Throwing away of 

Black Horn is done on the last 
Day, 2188. 

Dviratra etc. — ^at— Procedure of 

Dashardtra to be adopted, 1864. 

Ekadashinl — at — ^the singular form of 
‘ medhapati ’ is modified, 1586. 
Ekatrika sacrifice— -at — singing to be 
done' over ytrst verse-triad, 1861. 
Exception — -indicated by Prohibition, 
2028. 

Expiation — option of, 2327. 

„ Combination of, 2329. 

Fanning Fire — for — ^any seven Mantras 
to be used, 1866. 

Fee — Cows — divided among Priests, 
1774. 

Fire — ^Permanent — ^in Ukhd is modified 
by Prospective Fire, 2362. 

„ — ^Permanent — in UkM is not kept 
for ever, £368. 

„ — ^Modificatory — not Ahavanlya 

2366. 

„ — ^in connection with — Installatorj’^ 
Consecration, 2367. 

„ — installation of second — at — ^Fee 
prescribed for the first is 
excluded, 1757. 

„ at — Agni mentioned with quali*. 
fications, 1829. 

,, „ Aj!iaf)lidga offering. Deity 

mentioned, 1832. 

„ to be ‘in common 2177. 

„ option of Pees at, 2356. 
Fire-stirring done once only at laying 
out of Fire-altar, 1450. 

First-ones to be selected, when selecting 
from among several things, 1857. 
First verse — Injmiction of reciting — 
refers to position of the Verae, 145S. 
Four-sliced oblation made up by joining 
Upastarana and Abhighdraria, 2054. 
First — details of — prompted by 
Apurva, 1427. 

Emamayana -aacr ific e — ^at — Brhat and 
Rathantara separated, 
1922. 


INDEX. 
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Eating of Honey and 
Clarified Butter repeated 
monthly, 1943. 

Gold-pieces — ^Threshing not done to, 

„ 1638. 

„ — no cooking of, 1678. 

„ -—no UpckstaraTka or 
Abhlghwa'CM, 1679. 

„ — ^Eating of, 1684. 

„ — offered collectively, 1686. 

„ — in case of — all shares presen- 
ted to BroAman Priest, 1688. 

Orahas — ^led by Agraya^M at Eotypes, 
1890. 

Grha7nedMya~-& distinct sacrifice, 1993. 

„ — Sviatakft etc. performed at, 

2000. 

„ — ^no eating by PraskUra and 
other Priests, 2001. 

Group-animal -sacrifices— -option re 

Jaghanla at, 23S7. 

HaMira-wioniros— combination of, 

2346. 

Heart and other specified limbs to be 
used at Sacrifices, 1977. 

‘ Hiranyagarbhah aamavartaiagrS etc. ’ 
used with the second Pouring of 
offering, 1746. 

Honey — eating of — ^at the end of 
Sadaha, 1939. 

„ „ — only once, even 

‘ when ^o^aha re- 

peated, 1941. 

„ ,, Gkf.vamayana — 

repeated mostly, 
1943. 

„ eaten by Sattra-performera at 
Dvadaahaha, 1945. 

I ^opaJivana — in using — ^no modification 
of term ‘ Yajnctpati ’, 1471. 

Implements to be retained till end of 
life, 2201. ' 

,, Retention of — to commence 
from Fire-installation, 2205. 

Indra- Vdyu — cup dedicated to^ — ^nor 
brought up before all cups, , 
1895. 

„ cup dedicated to — ^nor brought 
up before even when there is desire 
for reward, 1897. 


‘ Ira ’-—substituted for ‘ gird should 
be set to music, 1488. 
iHia — ^no Agnyanvadhdna at, 2276. 

„ — Hoty Priest appointed at, 

2284. 

„ — no Dressing of the lady, 2279. 

„ — no feeding on wild things, 

2280. 

„ — eating ofRemnants at, 2281. 

„ — eating of Remnants serves as 

Embellishment, 2283. 

„ — no Anvahdrya gift at, 2282. 

‘Jagataama ’ — is name of Viauvat 
sacrifice, 1891. 

Japa — combination of Mantras at, 
2348. 

Jyoti§tmati — expiatory rite — not to be 
performed on going out of 
Fire taken out at Daraha- 
Puriyimasa, 1608. 

„ expiatory rite — ^not to be 
performed on going out of Fire 
taken out at Dhdrya Fire, 1611, 

Jyotiatoma — at — ^in connectidh with 
meetings — details not 

performed, 1625. 

„ at — gift to Priest is for securing 

services, 1692. 

„ at— -eating is an act of Disposal, 

1696. 

„ at — ^number 112 applies to one 

kind of Fee, 1765. 

„ at — Fee apportioned according 

to title of Priests, 1776. 

„ at — each limb of animal is a 

distinct offering, 1975. 

„ at — ^the offering of Svistakrt 

consists of Three Limbs, 
1982. 

„ at — Manira not repeated with 

sleep etc., 2247. 

Kameati — Fee serves transcendental 
purpose at, 1707. 

Kaxiduyana-mantra used only onto, 
2245. 

Kartva-ratbtantara — details of Brhat and 
„ RatharOara — ^performed 

with, 1643. 

,„ „ Saman — ^to be' sung over 

its own basic verse, 
1846. 
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Kanva-raihantara mmg over two uttara 
verses of its own basic verse, 1849, 
Kapiiijalanyaya, 2109. 

Kavtm excludes Archet 3 rpal Sdmans, 
1817. 

„ excludes Archetypal Sdmans 
in restricted manner, 1819- 
Knmhhl etc. are common, 2233, 2234. 
„ — diflterent when animals belong 
to diverse species, 2236. 
Kux^apSyinamayana — at — Material 
cooked on Prajahita Fire, 2267. 
Kusha — set aside by Feed, 1800. 

MaitrdvaruvM — ^has share in Bating 
Portion, 1989. 

„ has only one share, 1990. 

Main Sacrifices — common, as regards 
Fire, Place and Performers, 2128. 
MahdpitfyajAa — at — Thumping done 
to Fried Grains, 1738. 

Mahdvrata — at — combination of 

Upagana of Ladies with the 
Music of Priests, 1810. 

„ — at^new Cloth combined 

with Tarya, 1814. 

„ ~—a,t~—Shloka and other 

Sdmans, combined with 
Ratkantctra, 18M^ 

Manotd — ^There is no tTha in, 1844. 
Mantra — combination of — at Japa etc., 
2348. 

„ — ^like — ‘ TJrupratha etc. ’ — are 
optional, 2343. 

„ — optional when serving same 
purpose, 2341. 

„ — Recited w’th textual accent, 
2332. 

„ Recited en days ‘ unfit for 
study 2330. 

„ -taught in Bhaaika accent to be 
taught in same, 2335. 

,, — acts to be performed after 
recitation of, 2337. 

,, — not repeated when grass is 
taken to another place, 2290. 

„ — combined, when enjoined con- 
jointly, 2342.i,'; 

„ — ^not repeated with each Thump- 
ing, 2239. 

, , — connected with Hav if to be 

repeated, 2250. 


Mantra — ^repeated with each stroke at 
NdndbtjSafi, 2241. 

„ — modified when Lotus grass is 
used, 1554. 

„ — ^not repeated with each washing 
of Platform, 2244. 

„ —Kariddyana — used only once, 
2245. 

„ — ^not repeated with sleep etc., 
2247. 

„ — ^not repeated at retirement of 
Initiated Sacrificer, 2248. 

„ Uparava — to be. repeated, 2249. 
Manu’s verses — only necessary one to 
be used, 1968, 

Mdna and UpdvaJiarazia — done on 
piece of cloth, 1971. 

Mdnaaa — is part of Tenth 'Day’, 
1947. 

* Medhapati ’-—modified at modifica- 
tory Sacrifices, 1579. 

Minor Acts — to be common, 2118. 
Music — is called ‘ Soman 1491. 

Nakqatre^i — combined with Narisfa- 
homa at Agnichayana, 1798. 
Ndnabijea^i — ^Mantras repeated with 
each stroke, 2241. 

Ndrisfaftoma — combined with Nakaa- 
/res/i»at Agnichayana, 1798. 

•Xrtgation in ‘ Na tau paahgu karoti ’ is 
Arthavdda, 2032. 

,, „ ‘ Ndtirdtre soduahinam ' 

sets forth option, 2034. 
' Andhulirjartiluk ^ i.s 

Arthavdda, 2036. 

Xigndarnantra — in — the term ' hari- 
vat ’ is not modified, 1475. 
Nirvdpamanlra — in — ^no mo<lification 
of the terms ‘ Savitr ’ etc., 1464. 
Nishi-yajda — at — Procedure of Daraha 
adopted, 2299. 

Nlvdra — Besprinkling etc, — done 

, over, 1534. 

„ when substituted for Vrihi, 
the latter term should not he 
modified, 1573. 

Offerings-maker— not invited at 

Saaianlya Cake, 2297. 

„ Inviting of — not repeated at 
Third Extraction, 2298. 
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Offermg—iB not brought forward, 1904. 

Omentnm — Injunction of— appKes to 
subsidiary ofiFeringa, 2025. 

Option — ^in using modifications of 
syllables and musical mo- 
dulations, 1621. 

„ —when several Mantras serve 
same purpCM3e. 2341. 

,, — ^in Expiations. 2327. 


Prai^ttS — detcdls of--pOTfonned with. 

Boiled Milk and Curd, 1829. 

Prayaja — ^last — 'is an aDabellishment, . 
1661. 

Praya^a etc. help the cake, 2263. 
Prdyotifyo-cftorM— in connection with— - 
details not performed, 1616. 
PrayaV'^ya — ^at — Ekadaahma to be dealt 
with severally, 1925. 

Pr^addjya-homa — at — Tree spoken of 
as ‘ Vanaspati ’ 1834. 

Prcttiptiaethatr — ^has no share in Eating 
Portion, 1991. 

Priestly fxuictions — ^Brahman alone 
entitled to perform, 2376. 

Prdya'^ya — ends with Shamyu, 2003, 

„ ends with first Shamyu, 2005. 
ProkmrjM — ^prompted by ApUrva, 1421 . 
Prospective Sacrifices — at — Substance 
and Deity of Archetype are excluded, 
2018. 

Post — ^t up ‘ in common 2179. 

,, Embellishments of in common,. 
2181. 

Prithivyai avdhd ’ — lays down use of 
syllable ‘ Svdhd ’ 2060. 

Prohibition of what is otherwise 
indicated, means exception,. 
2028. 

. „ like ‘Initiated Person idtall 
ndt make gift ’ lays down exception, 
2042. 

Prospective Acts may be repeated, 
2097. 

PrayayAya — at — separate ‘ Keeping of 
Vigil’, 2271. 

PwoMsha — ^inferior to Savamya offer- 
ing, 2311. 


P&vaya-hamas — ^Two — ^restricted to 

D arsha-Purriamasa, 
1549. 

„ „ not done at Smrya, 

1546. 

Pasha-mantraa—Vlxael and Singular 
changed into Dual, at, 1661. 
Pash/u-eacrifice — SdmidhSnl adopted at, 
1739. 

Peuhupuro^ha — is embellishment of 
Deity, 1666. 

PcOmsamyc^'a — last item, (at Divonal 


PaixmSna — Nirvdpa to come at, 1726. 

Pauv4 <^^ — carried in instal* 
ments, 1966. 

Pcaridhi — details of Yupa and, 2308, 

„ details of Yupa not, if incom- 
pe^ible, 2309. 

„ detaila of Post performed over, 
1637. 

PemiffdarVba — ^Fee given only once at, 
1962. 

Povarruin^ Ispi — offerings made 

severally at, 2220. 

Performers — same at North and South 
Altars, 2167. 

Pitch — ^variations of— prompted by 
ApUrm, 1425. 

Place— Implements and Pnests — of one . 
at another, 2200. 

Platform — ^washing of — Mantra not 
repeated at, 2244. 

Platform — ^may be made at another 
time, 2176. 

. Plural number — ^stands for Three, 
2109. ' . 

Post — details of — ^performed ov^ 

Paridhi, 1637. 

Paakukame^i — details should not be 


Bdyamya — at — speech given , vent to, 
2190. 

„ — at — subsidiaries perfoxtned 

separately, 2213. 

— at — ^performers are common, 
2216. 

Rathmtara — sung over verses obtained 
by interlinking Brhat and 
Pahkti, 1512. 

? yj ;_^giiiging of — over UUard verses 
— done according to syl- 
lables, 1527. 
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Rathantara — and -details—- res- 

tricted in application, 134;I- 
„ — and other Samans are sung 
over a Verse-triad, 1915. 
Raurava — singing of— by interlinking 
Brhatx and ViMara~Paf>Jct%, 1514. 
‘^chd sfumtS ’ — enjoins Hymning by 
Saman, 1622. 

Rtapeya — Soma-cup excludes entire 
Fee, at, 1792. 

: Sacrificer’s Death— iSarroardra per- 
formed at, 1721, 

„ „ — ^Touching of Shitkx'a 

done at, 1723. 

' ^advimshatitasya vanhrayali ’—in 
Mantra, there is modification by 
Summation, 1587. 

‘ Samidho ynjati ' — 'Samid' is name 
of a Sacrifice, 1550, 

Sammm sacrifice — neither Agriya- 
m/f nor V pa rati verse used at, 1893, 
Samvataafa-eattm — augmentation of 
Anlkaa at, 1909, 

Sarvasvdra — to be completed oven on 
Saorificer.'s Death* 1721. 

„ Invoking of Blossing-s for 
Longevity, at, 1724. 

Sattra — ^no appointment of Priests at, 
1098. 

„ no Hii'tng of Priests at, 1699. 

„ performed by several Performers, 
19.53, 

„ Sacrifiocrs act as Priests at, 1950. 
„ diffcrctitrated fr5m Ahhia, 1961. 
,, .acts by Master of House at, 

,, emlM.'ltisliment of all Sacrificers 
at. 2373, 

‘ iSnuryfUh chanim nimipet ' — Here 
■ charu “ .stands for Cooked Rice, 
1004. 

SavanJyri — .superior to Purotjduha, 2311. 
Havanlyn (,'akc — Postponement of 
Dvity at, 2211. 

.‘iuranlya Animal Sacrifice— no modifir 
cation uf Mantra at, 1572. 
„ Animal Sac-rifice — Cake-offering 

in eonuet tion with, 2295. , ■: 
Sddyaskra — stake in Threshing need 
not be i-!‘ Khadira, at, 17.34. 


Sadymkra — ^Three-year-old Calf ex- 
cludes other prices of /Soww, 1783. 
Sdmidhem verses — ^Requisite number 
made up by Im- 
portation, 1872. 

„ „ Injtmctions of 

„ — seventeen— ^6 Vaimrdha is 
Arthavada, 204:8. 

Samans — details restricted to each, 
1544. 

‘ Saman ’ — is name of the Music, 1491. 

„ is embellishment of verse, 1495. 

„ sung with each verse-triad, 1501. 

„ sung over verses belonging to 
same metre, 1506. 

‘ Sdmnd sfuvlta ’ — enjoins Hymning 
with Saman, 1522. 

Sdngrahanl Isfi — Amtydjas combined 
with Amanahomas, at, 1809. 

Shdmitro Fire — Meat not cooked at, 
2266. 

Shydvasvdndlgava — sung by interlink- 
ing Aniistup and BdyatrT, 1316. 

* Shyennmnaya vaksah ’ — ‘ Shyena ’ de- 
notes entirety, 1606. 

Silence— prompted bj? previous factors 
— -at 1443. 

iiSoma— -combination of means of 
purchasing, 2352. 

„ Sacrifice — Darsha Platform not 

erected at, 2262, 

„ „ oblations connected 

with Savanlya animals, at, 2264. 
Sodashin — precluded at Anglrasdm 
dxnrdtra, 1886. 

„ appertains to Archetype, 1876* 
taken out of Agrayana vessel, 
1880. 

„ taken up at Third Savana, 1881. 

,, accompanied by Sfoira and 
Shastra, 1884. 

„ taken up at several .l/un« sacri- 
fices, 1888. 

Stake in Tl),re.shing Yard — Hewing etc. . 
not, done to, 1736. 

,, Threshing Yard — aground-le- 
velling to be done, 1737. 

Stomas — augmenting of — does not ex- 
clude archetypal Saman, 1821. 
Sthdnvdhuti — excluded at Sddyaskra, 
1648. 

Stobha — defined, 1333. 


Stotra and Skaatra — ^not modified at 
Agnispui, 1860. 

Stotra and Shaatra — ^transferred to 
verses, 1530, 

Stiiii — combination of Mantraa at. 

Subsidiary of the Principal is Superior, 
2307. 

Subsidiaries — like Praya^a — only once, 
2103. 

„ — ^Restrictions re even ground — 
applicable to, 2132, 

„ — ^Performed with each group, 
2137, 2142. 

„ — separately at North and South 
Altars, 2162. 

„ — ^with indistinct time — per- 
formed separately, 2227. 

„ —operate collectively, 2086. 

Subrahmaxiya Priest— invitation of— 
done at Dvadaahdha, 2195. 

Suktavdk — term ‘ Yajamdna ’ is 

modified in,. 1474. 

‘ SuryaHohakaia-gamayatdt ’ — ^no modi- 
fication of— at sacrifice with two 
Animals, 1576, 

* Svardfh .—indicates time of F?iso?ia, 

1917. 

Svaru — ^is common, 2184, 

‘ Taay a dvddaaha ahatam dakai^a ' — 
the number pertains to Cow, 1770. 

‘ Taayai ahrtam ’ — in Mantra — ^there is 
no modification, 1479. 

Threshing — to be repeated till Rice is 
obtained, 2101. 

,, only once, if for unseen effects, 

2102. 

Thumpingr— at— Jfatt«ra not repeated 
with each stroke, 2239. 

Traiyawbaha offerings — at — mention of 
Pouring and Non-pouring is Artha- 
vocia, 2038. ' 

Triahoka — sung by repeating Atigagati 
verses 1510. 

* Trwrdaganiatoma'h ’ — ^in text— change 

of number is in Stoma, 1934. 

Tryanlka—ria connection with-- 
Aindravdyava mentioned for indicat- 
ing similarity of Procedure, 1906. 

L bhayaaanM—m. case of — ^there ,,is 
combination of Brhat and Bathan^ 
tara, 1936. ^ 


TJdayanlya offering — ^is a positive 
action, 2173. 

„ Ekddaahi-m dealt with severally 
,at, 1925. 

Udavaadnlya — at — -Pee meant for 

Hiring, 1701. 

„ — ^to be performed by each Priest, 
1703. 

„ — at — ^Priests other than those 
at Sattra, 1704. 

C/Aa-texts are human in origin, 1493. 

Upahavya — at — Horse excludes rest of 
the Pee, 1790, 

Upaaads — distinct — ^laid down by text 
‘ i^af Upaaddah ’, 2008. 

„ — at time of — ^Inviting of Subrah ■ 
manyd done without modification, 
2229. 

Updvahara^ and Mana — done on piece 
of Cloth, 1972. 

Updmshuydja — ■* Four-slice oblation ’ 
essential at, 2057. 

„ r-^Dhruvdjya offered at, 2037. 

„ — Deity same as at Primary at, 
2068. 

„ — Viaiskit etc. are deities at, 2089. 

„ —performed during * PHr^a- 
mdaa \ 2069, 2074. 

Uparava Mantra to be rq;>eated. 

‘ JJrwprafhd ’ — I'Moniro— option in — 

‘ Uttarah dohayati ’ — enjoins milking of 
all cows, 2116. 

‘ Uttarayorgdyati ’ enjoins the taking of 
, two verses from ‘ UttarS ’ section, 

■ 1608. 


Vanispu — ^is medifioation of Eating 
Portion, 1988. 

Vdjapeya-r&t — Mu^ becomes ex- 
cluded, 1727. 

„ — at — Chariot is eestriotei to 
one Priest, 1796. 

„ — at — ^Rumblings of Chariot aud 
Drum set aside Darhha and 
Mantra, 1801. 

„ —at — animals dedicated to 
Prajdpati are oombinad with 
V sacrificial animsds. 1807. 
it — — ^Posb always jof Khaiira, 
2014. 
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Fayajj^yo— at— killing of Brahtna- 

(Sdma postpones Embellishments 
„ at — -fi’Afiio etc. are common to 
seventeen animals, 2232. 

‘ Faya«*»» shvitam ' — stands for goat, 
1733. 

FartifMj-Aomo— excludes Ahavamya 

VcuS—oblationa offered separately, 
2145. 

VaaordkSrd — at end of Mantra, 2338. 

Fatrtip<Mdi»»an and Vairaja^aman— to 
be used as ‘ Pra}ha 1931. 

‘ Fdrwfijfd niakdaena ’ — In — Avabhftha 
laid dbwn, 2170. 

Vegetable Cakes — ^prepared in a Cart, 
2268. 

FiAdfo — ^uaed only for Vedic Perform- 
ances, 2291. 

F<i«fctwy#— described as ‘ Sarvaprgiha ’ 
when one Sdman is brought in, 1929. 


* Vrlhi * — words like— occurring in 

Mantras — changed at modificatory 
Sacrifices, 1562. 

Vfddha-atoina sacrifices— outside 

• Sdmans brought in at, 1867. 

Tajflayajfliya-Sdman — ^Ih — * ird ’ used 
in place of ‘ gird ’ and set to music, 
1486. 

Ydjyd — recited in neutral tone, 1525. 

‘ Yaaya aomatTiapaharSyuh ’ — In text 
‘ Bkdn gam ’ excludes the original 
number of Cows, 1783. 

Yavdhdjaya — Sdman — sung by inter- 
linking Brhatt and Viatdra — Pankli, 
1514. 

Yupahuti — excluded at Khalebalt, 

1647. 

„ common, 2146. 

Yupaikddaahint, 2146. 


IlsJDEX OF TEXTS QUOTED IN THE BHASYA. 

{Note, — (A) The figures within brackets refer to the (i) A.dhyaya, (2) 
Pdda and {S) Sutra of the TecKt; — (B) The figures in th^ second oolunui refer 
to the pages of the Bha?ya in the Bibliotheca Indica ; the simple figures-— 
20, 200, 600, etc. — prefer to the pages of the Fi/rst Volume ; the figures 
followed by (II) refer to the pages of the Second Volume of the Biblio, 
Indica Text.] 


106. 

126. 

665. 

380. 

(<ci^i«), 136(11), 

*r (iitii), 22. 

^ vlfvrnr (cniaO» 178 
(II). 

t«), (tolsiO. 564; 434(11). 

(8UiO> 

437. 

^sfmgTiirqrw (ii<f 1 1 ^) 
(Ui«itlh 562 ; 750(11). 

^r^3?TrwraRr« (niat 
i\), 789(11). 

«), 33(11). 

WTO (<1^1^,'®) {tFI^0» 
774; 238(11), 239{n). 
wrsi% fwixnfw (ei^iO 
235'(II), 170(11). 

(«!1I81^^, \€.), 

278gi), 280(11). 

wrfnjETWtrr^ 

648. 

(<»18i^<) {<«|8iv) tf)- 


(Ul^o) 458(11); 460 

(II) 370; 372; 844(11), 774(11). 

WnCR xiT?fWT^ (=l^lf), 

100(11). 

^’^sBTWqrw (t^i^HB), 

828(11). 

wvt fkfkwtssrw^riwf 3ft«TW fsi^ 

737. 

W1T% nwTW’aw ’©TWT (t«>1^1^5?), 898 
(II)^ 

W«rvr«i nfTwwwtTTW (^i^i^c), 

266. 

872(11). 

V^PRlfjT ('^lil^), 
(t^ien?, '«>), 342 ; 843(11), 846 
(II). 

876 

(II). 

(^1^1 270. 

. (’(Fi'?®'). 427. 

^r^a!y;^%W1W:»nii'TTW f*R^ftfWWWTW! 
(imt's) i'i.m”) {tm») (tM^a) 
(full) (fl^l»«t) (Ut^ue:), 

647; 579; 164(11) 307(11); 
309(n) 366(11), 711(11). 

W VT^ (lUU^), 577. 

Wftr wl^TOT (8J^U«t) 
(aii}|8o), 507 ; 514. 

wfv^^TWTwrfwiRJ (i'^l^lf), 848(11). 
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'S^sr (IA 191 ^'®)> 751 

(II). 

128 - 

323(11). 

U\mt), 231(11); 317(11) ; 593 
(II). 

(*?9?lSt), 272. 

(Ul^ia^). 650; 704(11). 

’atiftrit# (’^l^l^i), 128. 

^Ri^unrfarr ('OHi^'Si), 15 

(II). 

('ai?l^»)j 48(11). 

(? = iai^^), 465(11). 

’f (^ I *? I ? . 

252, 253, 256. 
taft ^?rr (^^i^i^i), 817 
(II). 

^ITT (^1'?UV),,48. 
auftr^T Vltf! t^BT (^oiai*?^), 456 
(II)-. 

('^UI^O (^^l«'0» 56; 126; 127; 
84(11); 860(11). 

^BTB (^ol^l^a) (51^RI 

^1), 352(11) ; 817(11). 

asl: (^^l^l^'a), 814 

(II). 

atjftrt^Tfnr (^i^i^Oj 78. 
aSif^^TH: -q^awi: (c'I^F), 103(11). 

’CT 5 I 5 II’© 3 zi^^TfT (?«iai^B) 

(^olll^'S) (^°ia !»(!:), 494(11), 

496(11), 501(11). 

’ajfw ^ t ('^l^l^a), 76(11). 

? stsTT^fn: ('^Rl^®'), 92(11), 
(^i?i<t), 115. 
auf^ 1 %€f 5 ?T ??aif?r 

(?°I^IU) (M8l^^) (^oW^), 

391(11) ; 462(n), 599(11). 


(?t«ia) ; 

(11?!’?), 89; 146; 157; 160; 
176; 539. 

(tHI^*?) 1 :^l'a!t==) (^FF) (fKRX), 

35, 38 ; 395 ; 420, 622. 

^fWrw «npmt! (siti 

^^), 481. 

f^rltrfrr (auF) (R^i 
U), 442 ; 74(11). 

{mm) (>?!?!’?*?) 
(^Rl^^) (llU’^B.), 56, 126, 251, 
551. 

404, 416(11). 

(?^f?lO 798(11). 

464(n). 

aufWiwTa^i'aj ^T^TarwjTf^r^ ("^i 
^ic), 144. 

^TjBTirvB {im 

\'^) (?^I8U*?), 392, 667, 868 

(II). 

(tifis) (*?l^m)j 140, 191. 
aijft^ft’5r^?[*[ansrT^ fsr^^rr (a,i8 ) 
(to|«ia,c), 596, 612(11). 

(?>?l^lt^), 466(n), 797(n), 799 

(II). 

{l\m), 843(11). 

(’?l^l*?e), 268. 

(«rU!8) (^«181^8), 
136(11) ; 457(11). 

aflt ^?r (?^tn^O> 

811(11). 

au$: (^ 1 ^ 1 ^ O 5 189 . 

^tTOs^Rl^sTlfH (i?UR^), 225. 
au^ f?r«fw «KR4), 732. 



mDBX OF TEXTS QXTOTBD m THE 
(VI 

11^0,403(11). 

(8RI^'=), 512. 

'^flF*c’fr¥rtw^'?RnJ(^i8iv) (8mt<) 

{m\^o), B21; 464 ; 84(11). 

V?rprT«^srf?r (vi^K), 

339(11). 

^Epsrlw (^I’oitO* 397- 
"qrf^tnr (^Rj^^), 126. 

^Nrrfw ^’cwiT ithrrffr (?o| 

\\i-) ixm^), 423(n), 863(11). 

379(11). 

«l«Ro), 774. 

^sfiTT^ ^ (iim), 

660. 

-^fsTl WT»T^ (VRI^Oj 

359(11). 

sRCTii m^ftl^ (?l«R*)> 

107. 

wrfw ( vi8K«), 

511(11). 

(VRIV)j 

313(11). 

FTTOW (ciai^Or 275(11). 

(<rr?), 202(11), 

203(11)'. 

^f»isn( (VFtc)j 

629(11). 

'<9f?T^T%' (V11R8, 

495(n), 496(11). 

’"nfirrr^nt 5 wi«rtw «rnw^ri (^Ki«^), 


^ 'gm: (^18R'Q) 

680, 

(UiaR 8), 776(11). 

(*?l^l V) U‘\ 
8IV) (VFIV), 189, 518(11), 
638(11). 

(vI'SI^Oj 600(11). 
V), 748-749. 

(ui81(£), 773(11). 
^o), 482(11), 

484(11). 

f^=si^f?T! (^rrO^ 

144. 

(M^llO, 419(11). 

(^i8|<i), 90. 
a(ri^?rTS[f^nt^ i;t (Vi'S! 
0,677(11). 

(vRl^O, 364- 


m vi^iai), 810- 
{\ ?iailO, 792(11), 

^ (CRI V), 242(11). 

(TRIM, 80,- 

57,61. 

»rTf^ (<?RiO, 137. 

'vfl-ss (ttl^K); 139(11), 

ws (^l^iu>r- 

92(11). 

W (tURO,- 


wf^:5tf?l’9«T«l^ (bRISo) 
(IRIO, 460, 542. 

TO TO^^iT (^R18),42. 

(?Rii), 22. 
(8R|1|), 468. 

^ ^ZWTfH (VI811®, 18), 

473(n), 475(11). 

WB qRfqtqt ( V 1«R 8 ) , 686(11) . 


■^^qwnq (iRR®) 
(VI^RO (VI^R«), S64, 401(11), 
834(11). 

TO^^qrqfir (irr) (vri 

11) (VRll^)-537, 418(11), 661. 
(II), 626(11). 
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-sftj 

392. 

(aiUU), 443. 

(aniO> 436. 

«^T ^T%nr (^oKi^a, 

652(11), 554(11). 

^?jgTW 3fT«rf?r (ci’^iu), 198(11). 

(^“I'QI?^, ?8, 
?'a), 586(11), 588(11). 

srfw^rg (<oFi'«>), 

626(11), 

^srrfH (t^itiH), 809(11). 

xr^iT (81*?^) 

469, 471. 

^;yTT^«a(ftT %S«ri (^oiaR®:), 

466(11). 

(t'?l'?lc) 

''^^), 826(11), 837(11), 838(11). 
Bjssirwrfi^ (^i^i’?, «!:) 40, 46. 

^sfrWfa? (b|81 

^o,^c) 124(11), 128(11). 

fBBBffr (ai^ua) 477. 
TTT^ (Ul^iai) 725(11). 
wrkn BJTBT^fTT (^«Kiic:) 

336(11). 

680. 

^ajBTirigf (ui^l 

90, 761(11). 

BTqfBfH fB'epif (=HU8) 

75(11). 

(^«KK'l, ■«>«.) 

569(11), 571(11). 

(^oKiO 536(11). 
m ^xF^-a^fiT (*?I«^18) 177. 

ajrixriB xf-^xr^ (<tKl^C) 

151(11). 

9jxftfk,('ai^l90 45(13); 
(?o|^|8c 8,t) 482(11), 608(n). 


’xaxRf^xrT’TBBT^ ^srfw (?«>1'®18'Q, aO 

607(11), 608(11). 

BJIT XTT 5jxr (’?|8iO 

(81110 (^1'?rO iim^) (tn^i^) 
(null) 195, 437, 649, 650, 654, 
663(11). 

Bixrai^ BT 3ft%W‘ (?18I<?0 103. 
BfWB B m 5^T «wxr?ft (8181^0 529. 
Bjxrarw w- (^l^l<£) 250. 

bjb: (llRl^-i), 

750(11). 

(8|)?118) 477. 

xBxrr^ftrfsiBT (i-»i8i^8), 

457(11). 

Bjqr srrfH5T»^*fftsw«nw*rBfB (^iii^«) 

715. 

XBTJEJiTI^rf^T aFTBt (^Fll*, l«t) 

765, 768. 

'ajxrfBlw I BrasnuT: \^) 

124(11), 125(11). 

BiWFn T'^fT (ii?ii^) 48. 

BlWraiTBiT BfBBTWT! (lo|'S}89, «i) 

605, 607. 

biw?itb: (lli^l^) 70. 

(SB (lI^H) 

(111^1^0 385(11), 718(11). 

SFtaifB^T (11181 

\x), 779(11). 

(lol'Jll^'a, «c:) 

lloFKO 695(11), 608(11), 

655(11). 

9fffanr!j=9! (11^1^^) 62. 

B»x^ Bfw (t<,l^aI8c:) 

608(11). 

(iii^i^O (iii^ii) 

717(11), 740(11). 

BlfWRTBB w^f?r (^IllKl) 233. 

^ JZWrfB (aFIK), 421. 

xftirsi^ (iiilO 

642. 
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(?iaiO {mm), 85, 

77(11), 

^fim (tfi^U), 

842(n). 

700{n)i 

842{II). 

45(11). 

^fij m (ttl'^lt, n) 188(11), 

203(11). 

vfusrwl w? (’©181?^) 64(11). 
m ^ imx) 

(8|8l^«) (?<>U1?’=) 487, 530, 

318(11). 

(^|a|*?i) 328. 

(8|8IK) 526. 

^NiwT^?rr^mwT^sr (ti^i^^) 

648, 829(11). 

’««*rT^rD5TT (<£1^118), 

231(11). 

^r»I (^^|^H8) 

ixmm), 828(11), 830(11). 

^fW! uluum- (^f?is^), 126. 

gTT 

(^oRSo), 660(11). 

(^l?|i;»?), 126. 
wm T*5 68. 

^’fT^'SfT 5T?in»rqT«R<tffI (<£181'??;-^^), 
285(n), 286(11), 

^ ^rsTRiif 'fligrr-jn# (<i:iu»0 
174(11), 367(n). , 
(?i8iv<), 103. 

I mm (^i^i^o), 662. ■■ 

I «if1iF?rru 

662. 

m utw 

’ 802(n). _ ^ ‘ ^ 

- f 214(11), 

■ imn),-' 

SiSiiiittliillii^l^ 


I ^jR^t imm), 131. 

uwsrrjrfVff (^i^mi), 
i^jci (MtKO, 

666(11). 

^Tfu (U|8F), 

773(U). 

(^Fi^^)^ 429. 

fWTt|?inrw (^IIU^) 
imm) (HKi^fi) (^i^i^), 215, 
282, 461, 6(11). 

’s?#N (^*181^), 

439(11). 

'*n^NWTirt ( 8 u 1 K), 445, 

fsrifw (vs>|8|8), 66(11). 
(^i«U8), 393. 

^ (^FIU), 420. 

»^gr^n?r^^3r w*3Tf*?i^K«rfN (i^iii 
8), 343, " . 

1^: U'lm ?rHJTU;q[ {ni81HO» 
787(11). 

3Tf5fI (8|^F^) (t»|^|H), 481, 
39(11). 

822(11). 

(^I'Sl 

^»),747. 

^f^itrr ^ni1%gnj {^I8iu), 318. 

'^tW^ WT ^^ 'KPWTWT (?i^ti), 21. 

’iffl- t N1 1 imm) (^FK*^), 
443, 379(11). 

SBT^’^ 3Rmt (^i^U8), 

282, 

'BFHP ^W’BTNrT (^R8 0» 778. 

'U^TTJ mw‘ imm), 

i7(n). 

atf% (^i?|i), 21. 

'fl'S3<i5# ^ utirrxinwT? («i?F), 

; - ^ 72ipa), -'t ■ ' f - "" " ; " ' - 

^'aj lOTTf^ i\^\m) 
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SHABABA-BHAfJYA : 


486,388(11). 

(»l*^l^'^)j ‘^^• 

{m\^^)> 226. 

?«TBB^T (t9?l80, 62. 
^f=g^«wrt ('?ki8^)5 132. 

(^ci^i.?), 198(11), 527(11). 

’SEfS^Rr- ^Bsrr- (xi^lO> 64. 

'9Rs:Rti'»jfB (81^l8<)> ^63. 

m (tl8l^^), 163. 

67. 

f% wff •^‘ 161 

( 11 ). 

(^‘‘FR’i), 631(11). 
(^ol^U^). 447(11). 
^T (l‘'ltl'®'t^)* 674 

(II). 

(81^1^'=), 479. 

faiWTf^ (4tl8i?l), 776(11). 

^ 8ftxr,^ {\\ X \^\) 
(9Um) (<tl’?U)> 126, 128, 188 
(II) 189(11). 

(t«l’^l’?^), 398 

(II). 

(^®l’!l^^), 398 

; (H)' 

^n?nt ix \ x \ 

n). 126." 

f% «i^l^J), 671. 

(^=1^10 n). 678, 

100(11), 813(11) 833(n), 834(11). 

770(li). 

( mwi ) 

(8i8ii) (^Itl^'^) (t^l^l’?^), 509, 

518, 552, 838(n). 

(t»iai*?<) (Vim«-<»), 191 445 
(II) 479(11), 612(11) 613(11). 


m \ i ^) 

(etUHt), 373, 180(11). 

(^K!8^), 

384. 

('=141^^), 86(11) 

a||T$^ (UltK'*S>) (^4181 

^tf), 699(11), 782(11). 

240, 648(11). 

^T^T ■?r?T (’?!^l^t) (t°1818€), 

123, 472(11). 

wfw (<£,U18^), 175 

(II). 

(41«l<t), 93. 

(?I81’?8), 102. 

{-Aiai?®, 

n)» -30, 593, 696. 

(^i^n^) (^i^>’> ' xi , 

<?^) imx ^) ») 

72, 172, 192, 660, 674, 676, 
773(11). 

63,268. 

I ’^rnm^vW 740. 

I anTBT^HTBK'Sjffr (liaiH.) 4^) 

(^o|t>i8i), 89, 90, 140, 146, 606 

(II). 

(?l’^l'l)» 68. 

liTsq Jirani (V18I4*), 94. 

^T«tBTT3nWT (mi^^) 
o), 346, 663(11), 656(11). 

(^i^ii?) (^®Ki?f) 
(t®l^lU) (?®l'®m), 140, 316(11), 
391(n); 693(11), 596(11). 

(^oFl 

at), 18, I'O, i '^), 650(11), 663 
(II) 654(n), 668(11). 

<aipaKTO?r (l®m«8), 330 

(II). 

aUTSdTt’^'^ (^111^), 342 . 
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(?!8R»s), 105. 

<iiD^sr wsfNf (Ultl<t), 707 


^mT^TSTT icwm), 267 


.’imT#S*r ^TajNTsr: (^IS?U^) 
{t»ltK»), 252, 639, 373(11). 

(ni?u^), 748 


’SRT^w tN (ei8ii^, 8.^), 

296(11), 297(11). 

iwm) 

428,41(11). 

’«ilT^: iim ^) (^I?U^) {'a|>?|?'a) 

((till's), 88, 118, 28(11), 193(11). 
^fwaj (^»m8^), 604(11). 

1% 125(11). 

siT^r^^r^^! ( l \\\ Xo ) (asi^^) 
(^«UIS8) 47, 283(11), 

329(11), 738(11). 

103. 

«l'«»|8 0, 760. 

^l¥Tsf ^ 

f^(sw#N ?r3r^ ST H 
(8181^0, 527. 

(T®!^!^^), 399 


(T»FiO, 620(11). 
^T=^w3Nrp#-s8^^r (ni8iw), 796. 
szlw N'cf 
^0 (8181^^) (UI^IT'S) 
374, 378, •627, 711 
(II), 837(11). 

(*?I>?1T«) («=iuiO, 160, 

90(n). 

^sf f^T^' (T®|itO, 479(11). 
wrf%»imi!« izftsn^mmfqsr: (?6|ni 
«»o, 'Q?, <>i), 612(11), 514(n) 

616(n), 616(0). 

^if^sTl ^81!^ 72^ ('^l^U’a) (ini's) 
(il«lO, 160, 642, 586. 

^ST (T»KIS^), 572 


l^nsrn: (TltlT®), 46. 

’WTSTSfN^rHsr^Bt^: (Ifni'S) (siSiti) 

(T«|8i«), 368, 519, 442(11). 

W (il8i*^i.), 696. 
qiifinsT (8i^F), 496. 

(^Fin) (T^I8l 

^), 418, 860(0). 
q8f% (^ni^^), 126. 

-SiTg^^iT SF^NTTf (\U|8'5>), 133 

(UI8{i<), 796(0). 
qSITt Nt T^STTvfqrsSf: «|^n's), 643. 
w SIT (tiii^^), 715. 

®«IT^ (^-nii®^), 371(0). 

«U18^) (^Fl^^), 629, 

775. 

qSTsnrsT STT ^HTSIT jrf^T! (il^lT,®=), 574. 
’«m'^V’J^^%(T»iiin, ^^). 490(0), 


srvwjfiTiTT (Tonn«f, 318 

(O), 319(0). 

W (Tlisn), 862(0). 

436. 

fliraf (i.nn^), 

576. 

'qrrfTnrW (^lais), 196. 

(8ni<£)«Kn8) 

(uni88), 442, 739, 759(0). 

(«!:i’l's), 139(11). 

T'ynm qjTffpirT (t'lsii^c) 

(T»i'si8«) (nni?), 601(0), 

602(0), 665(0). 

livnnnpsrfiT (^liio (T®rsiM), 342, 
600(0). 
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shabaea-bh5.§ya : 


m f^T^rfw «fT ssr^cij^ i 
(8i^R^), 498. 

^f?T ^T XfH t ITsr:, (^Ul^^), 127. 
xf^ ^ {<l'5>l*?t).. 763. 

^-FEf’STfW'SrT^paC^ 851 

(II). 

xt (^1^1^=), 256. 

^ ?^i8nr (?|8iac:) 

339,347(11). 

sriw (ti^? i » «> ) 583. 
x^ wmrw (?*?iaR)j 

861(11). 

(^olW) (t'?iaiO» 
653(11), -860(0). 

T< ^ (^r^l9»), 127. 

x^ %%frf?r^*Nr: 

175(11). 

x^ 'afs^^ i:??jT^Twm?rfw (^181 
«), 90. 

x^ (^l^iK)» 129. 

x^ m (®l^l’?C), 268. 

270. 

(^1^1*5'^). 264. 

x^' ^TW (^Rl^'^), 58. 

Tw g ft^Pn (?i?i?^), 118. 
T®? 319(11). 

x^^ S[^' {^\%\li.) (9i^l».*f). 

256, 283. 

?;5STft' YT^sfT (^I’^i^e) (^1^1?^), 
256, 283. 

T® 5 m VTariftr: (URI^«), 

767(11). 

vxm (ciai 

0, 235(11). 

T*5T®T KT-s (at^i^*?), 499. 

?*5i?T KT^^sfncm (^liu^), 347. 

e«rwrrwB?r (He-rij^O* 

319(11). 

'x^ 3Z^% fhrt ^'(^i^i^c), 274. 


X^ X^ tt (^Itt®) (ciiuic), 
139(11) 145(0). 

X^ sfit (<ltti€), 143(0). 
xM (^I'lafiO. 

474(0). 

TW ^ «Tg*i®TT (Ul?i?'a). 

751(0). 

TB (?o|ai*? 3 )- 

455(0). 

•5:BTBfJZvr^^ (?i?15^) 

(?f’?ia^) (S!?l#8) (?*?!^|Bo).5G, 59 
226 850(0), 852(0). 

(?!8|^e), 106. 

T®5 («£l?!^), ISSill). 

^T^Tsf^js^r {<L\n<t), 143(0). 

17 ? t rT!® ??rT (<£i?18®>), 

178(0). 

jTsi ^ f^fg! f 8*8 i?8 ), 523. 
xyj tf^: (»iua^). 126. 
x^ It ’gf?rc?T*?-r5r-4t^ ('!!»(»), 570. 
?:^T»r? ■*?sR’Fn^ sc^ifsT 

187{0). 

(^1?199) (*?i?18^), 126, 133. 
fwirfri (»?Rm), 8oS(n>. 

fH.!3i?H), 573, 

TSJT TT3J5TT (-d 181^8), 

575, 

Tx ?Tw ’g-sfi t^T^r ( 9 ^ 1 ?^), 

418. 

nr ’^T ^ ^T (*?i?l?'>), 126. 
t^fTTSTf 1 

^g STffT’^ W 'SfT'RT'i VYBt 
3TfwiJ 11 

(?^i*?I^°) ('ii‘?1^5), 567, 837(0). 
tw^ (’?i?is’?), 126. 

SJJTrf: (<£|?l'a), 139(0). 
twFTst^Bi fT^T?: (?oirfi^), 532(0). 
t^TTiTTg xxm (<ciaii.O, 293(0). 

I Kti®fi^lirrgw (?»Ki^), 

528(0). 

t®?WT^iTW (*(l^i^^^), 181. 
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izWTfu {?»W| 8 ^), 

498{II). 

l^’TOTBT (^Raa) (?eKiu), 
434, 539(11). 

{^\Xl\t), 268. 

(^FU«t), 420. 

'aruTf'H f ?rT.Te[WTf^TfffV ('?i*?i's), 143. 
’uurfnr ^ '^^frir (ui^u), 

705(11). 

(8i8l'«i)i 519. 

(*?l?l^^), 127. 
flprt 'gt:UT^T 
(?t^lO, 278, 

'grf^iifk H (^iHl^^l), 347. 

(^^I^IM)» 858(II)'. 
^35^ (^oRU®), 395 


5iw. (^I'Sia*?), 407. 
UT fjI^T ((tlU\lt), 187 


’»f^u%f(?iaiO(ui^R»), 85, 86, 

677(11). 

(^1^1^?^), 397. 
frtwr% iR:«iTfnj vrafsft (^ixi 
8), 91(11). 

'antmu ^«rT^: (<i?|8h.), 180(11). 

«fiu), 766. 

^aWH I3:ft?ftsf^?FT^T ('='l'?18), 91(11). 
^rqft izwifu (^18|U), 318, 

B\«iT 5 rt sfpsfixi^’SfTf^ (Ul^l 
H), 763(11). 

U 8 i*nrgE^ (toitiitf), 

608(11). 

^Tiftrn (MC|<t) 

(^ 1 ^ 1 ^^); 629(n), 127. 

^Tft wfw ('«>isi^^), 49(11). 

*rT 3im?n?^ «r?;fHUTmr (^®r 
•«lt^), 638(11). 

?RWUq'»KT^TfH (?*FI^®')> 
669(11). 

( a u I ^"s), 468 . 
'3V^5^rift^#5rTfim’9jHT5f (^°i^Ki) 
(^laF), 427(11), 200. 

('^mn), 

234. 

(^«|8i>?), 437(n). 

^rw JTTW »nc: Tfu UTU?RTfl5^ 
(’=^1^1^^) 81(11), 299. 

USrfH (yoFlB'O, 
ii) (fl^Kl^’). 660(11), 654 
(II), 656(11), 658(11), 144, 145. 

TT^i: W: (fl 

^l^o), 378. 

^«^«Trf?T (^'1 

^1*^5:), 401(11). 

(^ol^l^o), 402(11). 


'!?H ^ (^I'ai 

^-i.), 393. 

WSI! uarfu (^»l^| 

? 8), 312(11). 

'S’fPC^JlkfW (tol818'0), 471(11). 
'sw (tvi^iB'o), 690(11). 

^’frCTvfw (^I4l0 (81^1 

*?c:), 342, 454. 

'9’Tr^iv^H (ui?R<), 684 


(^m^a), 347. 
JZlft (^«llll^), 603 


'stjTin t t^3T«rT (tl^l^*), 78. 


(t'l’^ia*?), 357(11). 
’a^<\s?t (U18|M.«), 792(11). 

11^^), 679(11). 

WUT (^1^1’?*?), 397, 

'a^THT ■'■f ^SJUTiTT’SI ^T (^Flli'O 

417. ■ ‘ ; ' ' J' 

«fT ^rrf? (Cl'^lBo), 22 i,(I]|.' 
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SHABABA-BHl§YA : 


'aw 

ts), 508(11), 846(n). 
vais '5ra‘*?f?r 

856(11). 

'a^jsRT 'snraw a^) 

^l), 65, 60, 335(11). 

^irsf«lT 'ai % wwgfH: (^1 

^1^?), 856(11). 

<5^ f% KTaiT (<£|8ii?'?), 274 

(II). 

'sr^cfVafvftiRW’^ (<I.iai«?>^), 275(11). 

*3^ I ^twt (^’?18i^), 862 

(II). 

"3^ wwTST^i «l'ai>?^) {<^n\ 
^^), 753, 127. 

210 ( 11 ). 

'awr 'afwwT (^oiai^^), 462 

(II). 

(4«(8|^^), 

463(11). 

''>i^ ar wiraf wtsr- 

(’Sll?l^8), 43(11). 
^sIwmKwfw (’^1’?!?^), 146. 

^si! WT ^ 'sr’S5Hf?Ri (?«imO, 
502fTl\. 

'w^'iSWk; (^01^1^8} (^®l^ll^), 392 
(H), 394(11). 

,'^nnfw ( u 1 8 1 8 8 ) ( ^ *? m 8 8 ) , 
789(11), 82. (II). 

(^1^18.0. 411. 

(\oKi^), 197(11), 528(11). 

■sePjr: W j(^i’?i’?). 279. 

^5?% (<i:i^R»)» 213 

(II). 

BTW WTwfw (<tt*?ia), 192(11), 

■ warcf*n (^»l^i^8), 759(11). 

BBTHWiaTYwiB (Ui|lO; 
(■^I^U^), 845(11) ; 146. . 

•??Ta?fr w^ (fKi*?), 727. 


ww !■ xracjff (toi^it<), 

429(11). ' 

WTfwwfwIt (ttl^t^?^),. 

758(11). 

^^), 404; 347(11), 348(11). 
■^fkaT 'atwmf’fl (?»18F), 444(11). 
^fiEW (tHfllB), 563(11). 

■^fksfr liflt IBT Bwf^ ^wwarsrwW' 
(^l^K^), 72, 

■Sf^TO’fl (ui 

^IB'a), 363(11). 

^%4rT«T (tRtO, 634. 
^f^BTWT! Bwfkw (?»ltl8^), 
359(11). 

4Tf^si ^’twTB WaTTW% 

(<1^18.8), 231(11), 

43[TB^5rf wnrf 'wtf^ 

(’?H1^^),^125. 

B4*fr (V81^^), 101. 

wataswita ^ftfw (^luu), 116. 

^ VafWT (?«!*? I-®), 

^ 344(11), 

W’BVTSBl srw^WTrT («ci^i'?<!;), 254 
(II). 

'SraTT4TTW WTa3f4B {^ol 

8i^->) (^«i8.u8., K, "^O, ium) 
(8.1^1^), 487(11), 488(11), 489(11), 
542, 571. 

4:aif^i5rm wmfw (8.1^18), 559. 

(8.1^18) (^o|'il«?'0), 

570, 491(11). ■ 

mm 4T BWTT TW- 4iTWm B4»4 t 
(81^1^8), 504. 

?:5W: ^tWTW B4Wt 

(81^1^8), 504. 

m fB BTW cl’^fH. WfT (5t‘>!ll’?<), 

49i(n). 

m BTB fwwt (<I'?I18), 195(11). 
<140^8!; aBran^aiT?!:8rT4pTraiTW (c^i?! 
\\) (81^10, 74(11), 568. 
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WWsr WfW {\o\m) (tl 
i?lt),385{nV568. 

fl^ 716 

(H). 

I iTTf^ (?«N8), 

680(n). 

537(11). 

•m\ ftw (<(iii>?c) 712, 

834(11). 

(^ol^l^*) 

(UI?I8^) (?'?|81«)» 402(11), 751, 
689(11), 865(n). 

424(11). 

5f[^. W (cn^IB), 91(11). 
198(11). 

?[^i8'«T^r (fillet), 714. 
w (^«iiit), 479 

(H). 

in[jT% ’SN «^r 3 r«wt 
228(11). 

?nift ^ ("I*?’ 

^8), '91(11). 

w (lUl^) {\m\), 54Q, 126.' 
51?^ ^ if f%tt^sw?ni (tl’^I^O, 67. 
Y?f| t’nsrt '’5<r ?r^«nr 
5FI^^),770. 

wg (?l’?l^'‘), 79, 

ir?l?T^ni («»RR^), 17(11). 

('«H^U<), 14 

(II). 

(«lllt7), 16(11). 

^?r?Ts?rT?59irTO (Ui8i 

(t, ?o), 192, 773(11), 774(11). 
^fr*rr (^ma*^), 718, 

»j?r«rr ■^rrawfj (4 fi^®)». 

768. 

?r?r^«f (^1^1^'®) 

(U|^ll»). 162, 645(11), 

669(n). 


^wmr {'ii8if«) (biiij;) 

«l^|^.), 328, 440, 646. 

1*1 1) ^«(TiJ 

^»P! (^I^U«>, 146. 

im, U), 245(11), 297, 636, 
640. 

«ui^^) {m\ 

, <^), 298, 366(n), 615-616, 731. 

5?fw;t 271. 

m wf (^iSi«), 177. 

(^l«K), 746. 

»i^«r ^reif: (V’^ui 

0, 797(11). , . 

:jn( irr^ ?nnirt iTssr^^ 

(^181=) (8-1^1^®), 304, 199, 

681. 

’sif?nz^(^eKi 

.8t:), 659(11). 

^ I (®FH8) 38 

mh 

<ni I ^.iCTifr (iiaii), 

688 . 

V[^ I w^fJT! (?«FH), 620 

(II). 

( 8 . 051 ^ 8 .), 

188, 673. 

ir^ssnf^irr^: tor («(Fl^), 763. 

(tFK), 764. 

^niT I ?[ri^NW^fW {^|818C), 

340. 

n:m I vfa fgm wft w s^rsw (o*?i 
^K), 205(11). 

(^>^1810, 860(11). 

(^H;|i?8), 264. 

(«£I^IS»). 256(11). 

(^pKiO, 635(n). 



(11). 

wrf^ (*?RR'5>, l^) {^\'i\t), 
150, 162, 344. 

Tzmfn (^«iiK*?) (^*i'«>i’?), 
510(11), 578(11). 

^J'^TJTR^! ('J’l'l-F^), 521 

(II). 

$«?;wT?Rnn5? w?? izft’Enw ( ^ « i^i t ^) , 
511(11). 

'atf, =x:), 517(11), 519(11), 
520(11),- 524(11). 

^ «r?T?[T«i7r5ni (^oiiF.), 

619(11). 

t*?r ’^Tsrf^ ^ 121. 

^55 ^t«TOT^T^r*rr (^1^1^) (^KRtf), 
140, 377. 

^WT’TT^srm (^1^1^), 140. 

$55nr wr«5i5[w^: (’«‘Ui^^), 16(11). 

Tziifw (^i'?i^O, 275. 
$*5fnr^-¥T^^rv'3rr^ fsR^ swTWTfri 
iixmi) (^im) 

im\^\) «i^F) («i»iu) 

(^l^U), 667(11), 191, 266, 506, 
580, 595, 656, 61(11), 73(11), 
234(11). 

^TWKTJ (^KF), 373, 
^’^iT-q^r («^riu), 

16(11), 74(11).- 

^’ITT (^l^t^if), 

307. 

373. 

tot (^l'?l^) (^l?lU) 

(i^t^j^a), 246, 282, 284. 

3trs?f^ (<tl^i^a), 219 
•(II). , 

$»5IT¥^: {'^mo),25S. T ' ' ! '; ' 
(ir^l^), 539. 

(UKIBi), 690(11). 


(^1*?19B.) (?!?i8f), 57, 

61. 

(^o|?K^) 
429(11), 431(11). 
(?RI9), 66. 

5ipTS«T’<?Tf^ '3^T-?fT?;T^c[ (<J:I X I 
u), 194(11). 

■^•^*l'0r (?IHI?<f:, \'i) (T'l 

8ia^) (t‘’l'aK0> 50, 52, 194(11), 
470(11), 614(11). 

207(11). 

^ T W‘ (?®Rl?l), 393(11). 
^ ^ % w 1 %i?sT*. (^oRin), 

394(11). 

^fTfr sn=^Tfw (iioi'QF), 582 

(H). 

wf^TT C^'FRf), 639(11). 

(?|8|’?»)> 161* 

(^imO» 411. 

Ti wfrr («ti^i 8 ’=), (^«iti 
8 ^) 227 (n), 469 (n). 

-mwifir 5rr (aiaiae), 

635. 

(^l^ua), 285. 

W^Tf^ ^XT^^Tflr (^Fl^«t), 420. 
8Ri%Tsr ^Tsrffr («i?F), 442. 
sfnrrari nfrsrsir- ^tr^rfw {8|?i^^), 452, 
’^TW'*r ((f,i'?iO. 189(11). 

?Pj! ?n3??T ’^T: (81?R<), 

445. 

8?-«T (^I8i?^), 320. 

T^igftf%TT?r’«T 8(r« (’?1?1?'?), 116. 

f%fh?T ('?I?l?x). 116. 

^fnr (3|8I^^)^ 320. 

t ^Tf« (URll's), 733(11). 

(tRR8), 122. 

3 n^ (^ 1 *?!?, cr, ct, %\) 
(Ci^lV, ^8), 19(11), 20(11), 23(11), 
25(11), 189(11), 190(11), 219(11), 
393(11). 
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^8), 41, 48. 

irro wift (t'*|8i?'f, 
t=), 448(n), 449(11), 480(11). 
(^1^1^), 66. 

8iNT (^l’«»l'?*=), 400. 

IS g Iw^^'-frrsrwT sjfmwfit^r 

(8|»fK*=), 479. 

(<U|'?'?), 298, 615. ^ ^ 

40a 

(11). 

^o), 311(n) 381(11). 

«if^‘- wfw (^KU) (HKK),. 
366, 368, 743(11), 160, 466, 401. , 
*i'arTf»r.(^i>?it-a) (8|^H) («mii)- 
(^I^R'=) (^M'aK^) (URlU *88, 
490. 

(?»m?). 809(11). 

(«WO' 

(811?!^) (811^11) {^\X\\V), 491, 82- 

(11). 

10(n). 

wif% (aRll'a)^t46. 
3ranf»W58'«i^W ilS8li)i^®^ * 

arR an’swili’l^ (€l8lt'®)> OITI 

(n). 

arPTii^^rW^fw ('=1^1 U) (*=RIU, 
»?c:), 106(11), 108(11), 113(n). 
arT«riRf^ aiT^ ^ (Cl^in, 

208(11), 210(n). 

ari^Tarf)'!^ (t'Ri'^a.) ((il'?i'?®^), 206 
(II), 207(11). 

jrrar^ (t*!!!®^), 525 

, (H). , , . 

arR^T ^TT TRan’grifr (^|8!? b). 

679-680. 

anw (-i^sn), 112(11). 


. M ! ( ? \ S^*f), 680(11). 

^ «f IT W ( \ o J m), 

3T ^5ffw W WT ^iffw (t>?I^K?) 
828(11). 

R ajapR^M! (’Sl?!'?^) ('ai^l^t), 16 
(II), 45(11). 

«f- (?I81^»), 107. 

(RaT (8RI8), 491. 

680(11). 

1%^ €Ni«3 ajT«r: 

320, 

(8i8t^o) 207. 

(?«I*?!^^), 352(11). 

ffitw art^ angasaj i 
farajw B 

(8|^R), 490.'’ 

fnsasft*^ {tKR*=), 


i^f^T (^|?|1^), 633. 

«af (U18t8w), 791(11). 
aag^i fracT (®'l^i?8), 76(11). 
SRrfaRRRT (Ml^i?^) (^l^I 

t), 748(11), 638. 

fn^5Erfir (t«i8f 

XH), 447(11). 

(a=i^R8), 76(11). 

4IaTT W ''HTSrdX'^T: (8mK)i 


(8|UJ>=), 442. 
(4.i^i>?<t), 678, 
^'Niait (^o) 

^11*?), 416(11). 

wmx tnaqr ’^arf^ (i?ni8a), 
689(11). 

i|i^wanar ari’^^ (W?«), *10. ' 
(^I^!8<), 134. ^ f ' ',• 

^atlT^arift (i^Fi^) (8 |^k) {^<»t<?r8<), 

' 4l3, 487, 866(11). : : 

aRwafrsf% (^1^1^^), 126. >-f ); 


3TTf[ ^ 78 

(II). 

srNfit g?E;: (?'? 18 K), 

864(11), 

(?i^iO {i\\\n) 
64,647,650. 

’ 53 i'^i ('= 1^1 

?V), 99(11). 

^ 3 ?fe 5 fr (s'l^ita); 

96(11). 

Tiz^’jflrgTr^srT! ('^P'^^), 99 

(II). 

WT^ ^f^3T ^T?f^ (?I8.I? 8), 

346,' 

(^1 

i\l-){Hmx) ( 8 RI 8 ), 81(11), 370, 
436, 491. 

3ftfiT^Twt'^^Tf<T (t^iail), 863(11). 
^«t5» srm: (?‘>|8U‘>), 

445(11). 

3iVlfl?l1%?PIT (?R1*?8), 76. 
^ {m\\), 3(11). 

;^i:iyr«sr: (^cjs^ia's) (^«iai^>?), 363 
(n), 462(n). 

51, 

1.9, >1^, I.’S), 347 
(11), 353(11), 354(11), 405(11), 
417(11), 419(11), 421(11). 
an Tzf^sT <^5Fr’5l (?»mi.e), 

502(11). 

r(i (?®iaR) (Ul^i.^). 440 

(H), 693(11). 

tTTTRaim ^rrai^ (^»i,*?|8®), 363(11). 
9r^rT (^«>t^i8'Q), 640, 
363(n). 

’trra^iT (^I’«>1'?^), 

397, 

’§?f 

(3iaiu), 317-318. 

Haw: (Ul^ia:?), 761(11). 


•gw t tar aaf iRar ^wwgw (=i^K), 
72(11). 

g^ wwwfw 88(11). 

g^w grwTsfwft afTSteJ (R8K^), 121 

(II). 

g%W WTTaTlfwft Wjmwt (^^Fin). 
637(11). 

gWiaTaSWftl ^W:?WiTa#|- (^i:?|8<), 61. 
w^^fafww ^twtwtw (tl<0^0. 624. 
’Twft ay wis^ W5 Ct^ht;?|- (aiai 

^ 0 ), 530. 

gw% % wftfw 1^4 

(II). 

gsfr: ffawr: (:?i^w), 144. 
gg^aw ggtfw (toF|:?«t, n, ?^)i 
639(11)'’, 641(11), 642(11). 
ggK% gwir^rTW^ wwaw (uiai^?*?, 
:?(!1), 782(11), 283(11). 
gftfwaafw 

(niataa), 181, 376(11), 789(11). 
gg3za*)wT!ay9WTf«r wa^ (aitiae, a?, 
85:), 460, 461^464. 
ggizftw g^frfw (9ii.i«r.) (af^ia^^), 
345, 464" 

gg^ftw ai aw^^jjj wwyTWKWTWTw! 

(tiaia) (ai^iB'a), 89, 463. 
ggsa^ wifw (8i?i8:?), 461. 
ggw gggV?writwgr (^oimii.), 
504(11). 

gg^Hjw^ft: afwHWTwafw (li?!'!i), 542. 
gggw fh5HTW?TWT’®w^ a^^f- 

^WTHTaTWyTWTg (^I’^F) (81 ^^c) 

(818I^t=) (^oRI.'^) (Ultl?^ B?, 
a.'s) (Ul^l^o, ?i.), 442, 534, 143, 
655(11), 674(11), 681(11), 695 
(II), 708(n), 710(11). 
ggfH^rag (?>?R1V), 855(11). 
ggflfgfwa^f: ww^WTar:?: wawift^w 
{%o\i\^ijt), 758, 566(11). 
ggfawfwaSwwi'i^^tawaw (ci^i’?'^) 
210(11). 
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{<\wx), 390, 82(11), 

146(11). 

(CRlO, 211 ( 11 ). 
(<i a I ?■«>), 

271(11). 

^TT: (c^I^K), 102 ( 11 ). 


'g-igfTf’c a«t!!^i5E|sr?irH (^oi^i 
a-) (?»im) (?»I^lVO. 338(11), 
339(11) 341(11). 

=w<irTf^ ('^(91^), 101(11). 

TTt^T’Ct t 

fcr^f^T®?rs: (aiai*?®), 

526. 

I Hrfsr =sgg^T5iTt^ ( ? o I 

=1^^), 641(11). 

3?fT (U^l^a) (^l^ia^), 57, 61. 

550(11). 

(’^I'Sl^a), 398, 399, 
■srar^fH (film) (fi • 
'Stai^), 357, 409. 

(aiflff) 

(UlflO. 481, 701(n). 

(^»ifU). (?“I8I1'>) (uifiu, f»), 
358(11), 708(11), 720(11), 473 

m 

*5TTg[iT!^ HrftsTsisriF t^ttsr (ni 
flO, 701(11). 

sw H?iiairg (nfl^), 

568. " 

’^rEri% ipasf^mt (affut), 

478. 

I^WTsruftr 'sf^ ;(^»(f if f ), 

398(11). ; 

f^airf^r jiirg wr^^<rfw^r jsrig (tl ?l 
8c), 135. 


f^W Nljarru: (?|81^) (fltlf) 
(flfitt) ((HlfiO, 87, no, 506, 235 
( 11 ). 

(fKi 

fl) (llfK'Q) (llflfo). 380, 574, 
575. 

ws^tf^ ?rTS5?ft^ (MiiCTs), 524 

(II). 

W’^arr i 

STIWi H I Vityas ^3^ I! 

(fflflfo), 850(11). 

^rJT^ artn’tiT (fi^if®) (?»i 

8lff), 121, 462(11). 

I ( I « ilFi) , 

522(11). 

siJZ^lt (eui^, <»), 

138(11), 142(11). 
si^HTiftsgwg (f|«iu), 322. 

^Tfwrfsr (fifif f), 38. 

^ (f|8if, i), 194, 196. 
arfH^’ERTTlSTT ^ (f»FI«), 625 

(II), 626(II),''627(n). 

(fifif") (ffiai 

ir, ^8), 299, 866(11), 869(11). 
aims^: (fifif), 

, 66 . 

sT.-t ^ ^^rf?r (ilf If), 539. 

^TT 35rfra[^ 

3ftOTS?V (fifitl, fO (f®Fiio, ff, 
<«), 144, 145, 654(n), 656(n), 
657(11), 659(11). 
arrfiiwr 5?rr?jw fS?= 

(l?lil^<f:). 489(11). 
arn^HT^t ^ f^fn: w’WT’a 
.(tififO. 651, 652. 

^fV?r- (fififf ), 371. 
mm\ ^ w (=^ifif f), 95(11). 

m ’srnr (?«l»iO» 
" 489(11). 


2404 


SHABABA-BHi§YA : 


W mftfw (81^1?), 403, 

'^488. 

835(11). 

m 5;r?f Tif^t (mate), 520. 

ss^tsrm^nftsr w {i‘>\i\'i.), 535 

( 11 ). 

sq^flrtw ('^>1^14), 34 

(II). 

sgifwIkT^: ('«>18|’?), 63(11). 

(?i?l^l^=), 859(11). 
^sf%T C?!^!?) (^i^i 
i») (^111*?’?) (^Kiv) 

(^I'OF) (^FK5?) (aiai^e) (tRl?) 

(titi8) (^Ri*?8) dm) d\x\^) 
(®uK) (ei^ie) (eKii°) (ei^i^O 
(mm) (^»i?i8) d-m 

^e), 168, 281, 348, 350, 377, 
395, 417, 534, 535, 598, 604, 
620, 636, 71(11), 77(n), 141(n), 
182(11), 199(n), 206(11), 306 
(II), 347(11), 407(11). 
m I 862 

(II). 

f?r I ^Ncrfff (?>?i8ii), 864(11). 

fri ^I'a5?rT^ TfiT^T^ 

?IT^WT^TWTfWS{r*{ (?^l8ia^), 881 

' (II). 

rJ^^IT fwfs (^mm^'O) (Bl^l*?^), 
679(11), 483. 

(^141^), 702. 

Hw: 'srrsf^cT do\X\'i:i~)y 

369(11). 

tffi wT«rrfiT 126. 

m ^ %iw^ 

(^lliiu), 724. 

('Qi 8 t*^o), 68 ( 11 ), 

''l;\ 46 '(n).- ■;. 

7 r%?iT«iihTw: ’JUTT^q^^THtnftnT: 
(^oFiaa), 649(11). ' ' 


(iltit 

8^), 359. 

(8181 

?e), 526. 

?rrs^ WTPS (tl^lt), 666 . 

?«) 

(8itl?’?), 342, 345, 466. 

('?U1^^), 127., 

W!|^w ^? 3 ifw (tl*?!^) imiu) d%\t\ 
«), 139, 283, 668(11). 
fit ^«r1% 8[«nsprf?T m (>?! 

'?l’?S) (ai?I^^), 157, 449. 

(^ 1 ^ 11 ^ 4 ), 665 . 

wwRtti (^im), 413. 

^ (THIS'S, 8=), 362, 

363. 

f(lf^ 557 ^ TPdTT 

(?l’?18, li), 41, 49. 

TTWTTi sri^gpr^^tsf (^mso), 
358. 

WFTT’c'Cr ^ (^im^*?), 337. 

t’Sjfh' (91'01«?, 

89, 88) (?6i'6|?e), 407, 408, 589 

(11). 

B«giT^ ^ ’SifqSWTJr: '«B2?:sfI9St f% d\ 
8*?), 305, 308. 

WTTfrs^wrsTT (’?im»^), 127. 
TreiT^T'? (?i^ie), 70. 

"91%% ’qW’RTSf’ST 3Z%- 
sf«lrraf (^i^R), 66. 

flign^ ^Ttl 3f9[T5r^=^ sTtN: (m'?! 

40, 48. 

^a?fi sr (?t’?l?*>), 45. 
’El’ri Fr^'^TTST ’tf^T9C*%fw ( 1 1 

^1?), 65. 

^t\m (8i^u m^B), 

496,499. 

wgrr^ ftf^ifr ^ sr sr 

aR'fift ('Ciii^'=^), 716. 

7mn9[fSr'f!Tti» 3fif9[ ^mTT 

(elm's), 608, 
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195(11), 199(11), 
199(11), 211(11), 528(11). 

^wf (<!:i<?l'?=’), 206 

( 11 ). 

NTSTmF? 

(^•F|lO» 662 

( 11 ). 

(t’ft>?!<), 825(11). 
itm ((ti»?i(»;), 145 

(II). 

(?FUo), 45. 

W$( (^i'SlU) (?^Ut 

391, 816(11). 

-BT '^' 5 % ^ ( ? •}'?i 8 « ), 

360(11). 

wsrr^^rwTJ (?tf^m) (*=1 
?18, to), 683(11), 71(11), 73(11). 

(tol^l-ai^), 619(11). 
7n*hrT^5rT^ ('0|8i'?o), 

68 ( 11 ). 

irm trafiranfrmTj^fs?! (8iti^^) (Ul^' 
8<, 18), 457, 728(11),. 731(11). 
?rT^ (^l-®!^^), 297. 

m ^ inwwfnr (<ti^i>0. 216(11). 

8«, 80, 65, 

: 59. . . 

^r*nr?t (^11^0, 715. 
(^l^R), 140. 

wm wrm: (toiaiti?), 446 

(H). 

wt t?rt ^ ^ 

Cto|^l»0, 416(11). 

'*rpc^ 424. 

tr^ 8 r!rw^(to| 8 it«) 

440(n), 799(11). 
first 712. 

fifW (^Kl^)» 36^« 


fim uT^^Tsmiilr frscsiT^tsmr (^i 
81^^) (^l^in), 324, 296. 
imi%l 391. 

fiNn’mssmu^ jrmft: irc^fli (»|i? 1 1 ^ , 
•^O, 107(11),- 111(11). 
fir^: i^’crsmfiifiiBv^ (t^iii 

^«), 496(11). 

ftiEf I sTrurn’mi?; (sitii^a.), 458. 

((tloO, 143(11). 
ftwsj «Kito), 730, 
gsqt ^ firsraig. h«l«(Jl 0 , 

416(11). • 

^^K^ (citK), 138(11). 

srfifi (^^itf). 39 

(11). 

^IXRTOT^ TZWTfir 

(to|i|8 8), 498(11). 

(^I'^K'®), 150. 

®a 5tj»f?rT trjcfusatwfir (B|ti 

^8) (<tmO, 86(n), 140(11). 

%«!■• U’ef? ttfl’SSEB’ff XW*^ 

^l^lta), 731. 

^aff i ig?is^ (tl8i>^«f). 106. 
tsiT ^ Wf (t^l^l^t, t«), 676 
(II), 678(11). 

Jim: 

*rB«?rar f^fin (tins'*-), 714. 

(tFI^S), 770. 

sr sr sr^ (<Sin^), 804 

(11). 

^ ^ificfir (^•ltI 

U), 3i6(n). 

■sf^^-wsTrsTef^mT 'sr^: ('^itlS'®), 97 
(II). 

f^s^T HTWfi^: ^«ITW! (fl'll 
«), 479(11). 

fii: SlKStm^^ (toms'®, 

So) (UlStSO (tSI8l0 (<ltss). 

492(11), 493(11), 869(n), 861 
(H), 161(0). 

fip irmfir (iti8i«t), 790(n), 


479(11). 

(hi*?!!), 559. 

(i^i^ia), 91(11). 
(?Kl^?). 378. 
f^STTT TTlxfr^T (^ifl^O (U1^I», 
^), 374, 743(11), 744(11). 

(^oltm, ?'», ’?»?), 539 
(II), 540(11), 542(11). 

. 162,98(n). 

f^e?qf%Tsci®refT«r: (?iai^) («iai8o) (?o| 
87,- 535, 542(11). 

^TtHT (il^lf), 571. 

% {\l\m) 769(11). 

^pir ^•^T^T«rt {\\^\ 

t), 180. 

ftf»r ^ ^ 

(il^l^a) (?«I81^0 
573, 453(11), 489(n). 
(^llia^), 629. 

146(11). 

ft?! ^mrsT (at?!?*?), 444. 
w fSt«#T (Otm, 

705, 709. 

wf€v^f?r ('!»i?i?^), 14(11). 
^ (’?l^l^^), 126. 

wwftm Wff?T (eui^), 

136(n). 

^^), 348(n). 

fwiaw (?oW»)j 583(11). 

(^^lai 

i), 118(11). " • 

WTT ’«8f% (U18|'i«), 792(11). 

Tsf fit TR5ft?n (^oiaiai?), 468 

( 11 ). 

wrftff («tl^Rl), 204(11). 

^ ii-m *7W (<!:i?l^<», X\)t 

151(11), 152(11), 163(n). 


^^rfr ’SrftWT?rTi^?lf?T ( ^ « I'QI 
^?), 591(11). 

(U^ta), 68. 
(«?l*?lO. 137. 

(?oRi*?8), 

349(11). 

?ef^ntn?kf«iTfT^ft (?«1?Ro), 351 
(II). 

'g^TSJ'^ 53W (VI’?1*?^),348 

(11). 

-^iTisn^rf (^m?^)> (8l«?i?*=)^ 

. 218,479. 

(ai«?iM) ('il^l'?<C), 478, 

578. 

acwt (aii^!?), 487. 

s[!^f5T "^lO. 

^ frif i^T5TT ?r^^: (?iat 
^) (ci^iao) (^oi^i'Oo), 88*, 89(11), 
381(n). 

?OirT C?!^!?^) (^l*?l^8) (ai^iu.) 

(^I'^ia), 146, 158, 491, 33(11). 

\i) (ai^ii), 158, 160,491. 
(^l?!^’?), 283. 

(^"Hi'd.'Q), 336 

(II). 

(^Fi*^*:^), 772. 

^’j^^wTwrrftfT ^?ftTfr (*?|818) 
(ai^l^^) (8iaK(?) (a.iai'^t) {i\i\ 
^o), 195, 510, 526, 597, 737. 

(’fi^ia) (^iii'®) (^i’®i^^) (81^1^8) 
ii\l\\) iiw^) (^i?K) «i?i*?8) 
am) {i\m\) (^1818^) ('Qi?i>?o 

('Qiai^o) (Cl^l^o), {r:^\\\\%) (ctRia) 
(^tl^F) (<tl?l^8) ((tuiao) (^oi^iK) 

(?«Fm), (ui?i?, «£, u, ?8, 

ii, ^4, 11) (ui«?K, 8, It, n) 
(^o|8|^i^), 110, 176, 211, 395, 
532, 598, 604, 605, 606, 607, 
620, 635, 682, 697, 3(11), 5(11), 
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60(11), 79(11), 80(11), 140(11, 

161(11), 172(11), 316(11), 643 ^ITSRrfWi (t -line's), 564(11). 

(II), 662(11), 668(11) , 669(11), if ^ ^ . 

670(11), 672(11), 673(11), 684 «=^U.>?). 630(11). " 

(II), 694(11), 702(11), 704(11), (^1^1^ a), 301- 

708(11), 454(11). 302. X 

(a| ^TTSJ (ttl^m), 206- 

X!x^)(ui*?i?)(^?i^i^^)(ni^i^a (II). 

481 701(11) 768(11), 837(11). '*f^ ('=l?U<), 77(11). 

NT (aiai^a), 532. (^Fi^f), 431. 

^ 'N (^FU«t), 420. 

(^t^l^-O), 399. JTTHNTW (®|8|^), 60(11). 

SINiaFTT^fT irWNr?xfN («f|8|^^), (Xlt|8<) («tRI^^) (?^|. 

275(11). «ia«)» 133, 166(11), 789(0)., 

^ (^1^1^=), 302. , (“l“l«‘)> 523. 

Jiisurra s^^Pn {t.Kl».), (t.|»l».«), 473(11). 

555(11). ^NT (uiaii^), 794(11). 

* .n,. ^ (aisKc), 525, 

733(10 tNTlt^NNriIH«I!»HTN^^*TSl5nNN.- 

; imt, ^•),39,47. 

(^I^i^e), 98(11). I 

^ Tt^NrfN 'N 1 ■ 324. 

NTirfii I I %inK?rfl^i5 ^ sfr {^ww 

N*f«i4 II ^x) (^18188.) (i^iii'?), 338, 342,. 

(^»|i.l^s), 490(11). 455. 

?C?^TNfq^ TTN (»;KI^S), (’?UI t HNNTHIf «|?|8), 606. 

^<0, 226, 230. (toi-oia^), 604^ 

?^WTNW': WrfH ,C^.| (H). 

^K'O), 160. NTfVN9I% ('^I?1V). 124. 

(^J^ll), 179. (UIBli*), 792(11). 

(^»l»l<), 444(U). 

(^1^1^ 8), 48. (tl>?l^»), 79. 

fNrfNjrerf n:^t W ^Ni??rT h^nit! (eui8»)^ 

(=:i^l<),77(n). ^ 172(n). 

ftNRN (^o|l(|l^l^), 399. ^aiT: irfWT’C: ^N3l??n: (<CI81?«), 267' 

fbrr^ NN ^rsrfN (ini'^'a) (ui^t^» , (II)- 

i), 651, 742(11), 744(in). (®IS 1 

(^-i^i \i) (<®i»i0> 16(II), 45(11), 47ft 

^0,349(11). (II). 

frfWN ^ (8itn<), 478. ?nWTEfiB|»lt^gNT^N CM^I^"). 379' 

(t-Kit.'o), 664(11). (H). 
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SHABAEA-BHi§YA : 


4:1(11), I 

.,43(11). : 

( to t'aiO. 383(11). 
^rf^T! ^iwwT (toisi 

>?.), 452(11). 

WiPST! (4tii9?), 714. 
iritfw (?o|^i?a), 399(11). 

(fFi=?f), 

771. 

(ti?!^a.)j 123. 

(uiaiu), 

778(11). 

Uwm), 352(11), 374(11), 877 

(H). 

^TiCW-fT^^arr^ 854 

(H). 

i[n?«n%ar sran?«tTE {fi’?i?) (ei 

tlte) (t«lil^) (niaiK, *?8),168 
(II), 479(11), 634, 776(11), 780 

ai). I 

(q^l^'Q), 77(11). 

^r?ein%8r ^isiiwufr ?T#?r 97 

(II). 

?TWit wsrfif (?^iai^), 863(11). 

^TWrt ('SI a It 8), 64(11). 

(^1.1 til), 559. 

ffpCTiiii (t“m 

t. tt) (Vlti^o), 77(11), 97(11), 
479(11), 485(11). 566(11). 
~f4^»5^rwisj (^iiitc), 348. 

fl’fMtswErfir (Siaii^c) (^^1^1 

’?«) (fFHO. 336, 559, 641(11), 
685(11). 

't ’g^Twt fw’crsTflff^r^'^t ('?|8|'^) 
(^»!lin, «<»), 199, 495(11), 497 
(II). 

IT^’Cr TOifTC I -sr^T^^: (C|8l 

M ), 122(n). 

a^f»r (^lai^c) 336, 

674 . 


^ STTVfw 5n^lfw (^RcT), 420. 

W^f% (tltl^l, 65. 
WW’PW ’f ^TtsTTSJrt (tFl 

?*=),768. 

'WTsf unt ^ {i\x\ 

t^) ?«), 612, 767, 768. 

^iFSpFffE t^TW («£l?|^=), 17] 

( 11 ). 

(utaiaa), 789(11). 

^ ifT«T5? izftg: (t-’IlKC) 
(t^lll^t) (^Mll'^a), 513(11), 515 
(11), 616(11). 

T4T%! ^T'f*rft?Er: (ttiaiti), 280 

(II). 

’^^1^'tUT (? elan's) (?«Kl*?®), 421 
(II), 641(11). 

(?»l^ltl), 639(11). 
sr ST ^^JSIT, f[ IZW? 

(fltit-), 644. 

*T %^1xTfr ^rfw !frvr?rtfr8[?T: 

{ima) (to 1^180), 414(11), 744, 
ST^T^ fsrasnfH '^srifE (aisi?), 487. 
sf fiKT fjTtfw (<Jl?li«, 18) (citl 
8o) (^ciai^"), 183(11), 185(11), 
222(11), 434(11). 

^ iiitt (<1?18^), 629. . 
if ^ ??5!fw «ri^r«srn| iwflf 

(aiaii??). 531. 

sr 271(11). 

»r iNIr ^ (iiitit) 
(^1^1?^) (^I?l^t), 40, 48, 126. 

ST STJTEIT (Vm^^), 4.93 

(11). 

ST rTT^St^ sr ?Wfr (ti?!^-), 
124. 

ar ^ thD (loFll), 623(11). 

«r ^ (^fi^l 

n), 204(11). 

*r 1?^: wsisrf^ (?e|'Q|^c:) (^«.l^|8o) 

601(n), 602(11), 
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<ST r^TT (^1=1^0. 63, ' 

42 S. 

a- sr ^ 

^ 5rfTrrgf^?T '(t^|8|*?K), 874(11). 

5 r ^ 

304. 

«f «r «r 

(’?|8|^«‘), 324. 

3T ATTU a.fwF a^T (•ti^i'?), 
235(n). 

ST ’ciars^r last ^ anrw (^^|81 
8 8), 880(11). 

«nr (c^Rl^), 101 

( 11 ). 

sT?r^taaT<«nq[ ( t F), 846(11), 

(^I8in)) 318. 

snr won^ (^oRiO, 385(11). 

m ?r*rwT snrr^arr: (?^ui8), 801 

(H). 

aa m^far (ui^i^i), 683 

(H). 

«r ar ^ (tiui), 24:. 

ST *rjfw^aam:frr(a>i^i5?^),. 46(11), 
sr I («ti^l^l)» 204 

(n). 

a latt a 

(^l^l<?.), 42(11), 

ST ^s^aiw snjtjsitcsrna: (t*m^«r), 
496(11). 

a asiffa ^ (^*5i8i^), 862 

(H). 

sf ^T%f?T SHR n’^tfiT sTsw ^ *riir (t«i 
■ e,^^), '637(11). • 

w •rrg'sr^ (r«Fjt) , 

: to; 620 ( 11 ). 763 ( 11 ). ■ 

^ m a' f ^ sB fs TfiT 

;(t*Kil«),. 666 ( 11 ). 
k lpriijaTilT^ *^^ wtfH («in8.ty, 
^461. 


srr^KT^ szaifsT ^tafsisni: (««Fjt), 
624(11). 

5gTfi?r4snT3rT%?T (ti'®lt»), 401. 

sTT^iana trarfsT (umt), 666(n). 

sTTg?rT#g ^sTTsrg sR^tfir (^•Fi^), 

620(n). 

sTTasT sr^<| i^mxx) (ama), 318, 
440. 

aisg^ ^ gisr^H (8itF), 467. 
aT=irriTT«f?T gr^argavsTTsatarr: (^•i'«>i 
8 J, at), 606(11), 607(11). 

aj^ ST arsi snafir (aitni)» 

38(11). 

snfs:iTa wftfar («|8|<), 124(11). 
sTTf^cgftsTT^ (^oiau), 434(11). 

srpr^taN' ^l^iant), 96. 

*TT^ (<o|tl8^), 414(n). 

sruftSTSJTTgt (ilBFl) (fFI8t), 

696, 648(n). 

®n^ ^ (R8U<), 123 

ill), 

aMaTt ’of^ wsrsfrr^ apnrr^ (Ui 
Hl»), 691(0). 

a (a«Fit), 681 

(H). 

f^narear srarfrrip (ttl«l^<)» 

876(11). 

fatavsj-^l Hgrqrfifr '^“awnc 
(^•FU8), 342(11).'* 
f»w^%4ai! Wiar (tiaitt) (^F! 

. <c), 96, 41(0). 

f^TgirfaT (?^FKt), 737(0). 
ftiftar sTgnqpiTt (tl«K). 312. 

W*wt T'K^STifiTfijsjji IfTggfq- 
^ gfarg^ (tFlt), 246. 

^Tgi^lar sTiar^ (titii?), 632. 

’aiaiT# RFBfa'tlJ'ti 
(UFI?t), 749(0). 
(tl?F«). 33. 

^ SRrfiH gnsai (OtltO. 202 ( 0 ). 
^ smf^ aar (timO* 632.. 


63 
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%T (W*?*?), 397- 

sfw srar^ Twr (?:i*?i 

?(j}, 58. 

483. 

fr®T^^5Tt (<!:i*?ia«), (?»i 

m), 222(11), 435(11). 

(*?t9|?=:), 186. 

(tol’^Ks), 375 

£1)- 

ii I »■<&), 226 

(II). 

STW «PtT (a|tt5?) 

('P!?<C, *?<?), 439, 645. 

’^iT^Tq’ ^TWq: (<l>fl^*^), 210 

(II). 

’qrfq'qs??: {?»11I^'5|), 492(11). 
q^^ansjTTssrrf^ ix\m), 87. 
qiB qigsT’^T vn^: (toiqt*?'^), 595(11). 

qrqwr: (<tRi*?i=), 211(11), 

212(11). 

q^q^»![?T^lVT: ’gqnj^T: («tl«l?^), (^l 
'319.0, 268(11), 755. 
qqpsfiq qsifiT (^KK), 368. 
q^g'vT^^: q^fwrft^: (^o|^i 

aO, 412(11). 

qn^T’ciq^ (<fia !’?<£), 691. 

q^^fvqwnm: (^oKlBC), 560 
(II). 

q-'ewi f^qrcifvT (ci'^i’^Oj 207(11). 
q^gftnfsffw qt^ (hi^rOj 752 

q^TSTt e^TqnTRt.qTfirrq (^Fi?'®), 419. 
tniTqTi arq^sft (tW’?*'), 754. 
q^#n5if?rqTiuTq ' wrf^ (t»Ft'?^),. 
639(11). 

■qliTT^ T?ffq ¥qq^ (qi^i 

^0, 14(11). 

Fwq 'sqqrq^ ('=Kl^e), 78(11). 
jq^J qtqwiqf Sn fqq | t»8Tfir. 

443(n). 445(11). 

qsf qr ( wi^), 421. 


qit I qrf^TJinit (tititO* 612. 
qtWqrqgnnf qmffT (^^t’^lS), 1^^^ 
qttwTwmsfiTfw («f?i'?<, 

' ^«) {nim'ih I68(n), 159(11), 
781(11). 

qiti wsqqni '!arf?5i (t®ilRf, aa), 
553(11), 558(11). 

qwsftrftq’ «’^fw ( t « Fi'©), 626(11) . 
qwraq^ (^i>?U^) ('31^, a), 33(11), 
146. 

qqqr tqiqqq (^i^l^*?) {^lai 

a^) (Ciaiat) (ui’?K0, 291(11), 
379, 698, 739(11). 

'qrfwr 

Iw c»i^F) i\m^) (^ffo (?»i • 
BlO 434(11), 495, 623, 

772, 815(11). 

q^^«qt # jsl ^ssnfqmirq: 

^37. 

■^XJ^ qfqqmr^ {t<>iii?*=), 

488(11). 

qqrr^V: qif^^q?qTq {?»i 

liaO, 488(11), 499(11). 

■qq:i'« qFqrr^^ aqci«[VT!^ {^®iir 
a^), 500(n). 

qrr qr qrq (^!9i*?°) (ii 

^lU), 188, 573. 

qqjw q*oqftqqrnsEp?} qaBt (^"?i*?i’?i?), 
833(11), 

qf^ qqrT^ ('^uiO. US. 
qfq^q^ ^rfi^q (t^^^) (ei^ia®) 
iX»mt) 222(11), 434 

(II), 835(11). 
qf{^i;f<j (5?R^0> 422. 
qfqsjt qrai^ (^l^JU), 184. 
qqqft (^Ku), 366. 

qq^rwr qTitqqfT^arfqr {\\\\it.) it\ 

mi) (t'Fie). 187, 297(n), 583 



im). 293(n), 727(n). 
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*fTt «Tm?i 

849(11). 

('^IBIU), 318. 

■«?5nRT^ ^?0r*nT ‘‘sClfH ('ai^F) (^p|^i 
^«), 36(11), 539(11). 

wrj (i^Kia^),'384. 

;q[^ i^WpfrftT^wfw (?i^i 

«}, 41. 

tns -^flcrjsr: (8i>?i^i?), 

481. 

^i3HT^ imx'i.) (^i^i«, (t) (uui 
8^), 229, 608, 609, 689(n; 
w T?(irr ^^r%5T irwif firgftTr , 

'srfirtncs xwwt vr'*i? ii 

(»18f^a), 528. 

^litTrw izinfir 273. 

(«i^i^), 488. 

wrfw (8i>?io. 160, 

466. 

^TTWiT! {X\imh 861(n). 

TtWTK srf^^ {Mm), 

56gi). 

?iT^ (^oi^tv), 402 

(II). 

HHrH i 

?sr*rf || (^o] 

B^B), 452(11). 

3«rTsi: (cf|!?i^i), 206(11). 

3»rT^ (^1^1^*?), 617, 620. 

HWr^Wf (8|8I1, 

It), 518, 526. 

^0, 713. 

(^I81^'=), 696. 

3^T wrw: (t?i^lt«), 

712(11). 

«Kl^), 727. 

^ ^aw: 209(11). 

5<^®fT^iiTip5rr¥ (^RKi?), 119. 


g^ngiwTi^ (aiti^t) 
■«I^K) (^^l8i?o),'452, 728, 867 
(II). 

^ (^Kiu), 
421. ■', V 

^«frf?r {\mt) (^JtK^), 
115,225. 

■«rr^ (’^R^^), 

42^. 

5^^wir^ {im\)i 

701. 

% htht ^fi? (^i«i 
t»),-94. 

(t.niBi?), 

329(11). 

(M> 

qn), 643(11). 

(^^i^i^a), 844(11). 
(^KR^), 731. 

^*rwr*T itnf% (qaiu), 122 

(II). 

(^I'^K^), 49. 

^!m<?iT airmm^nRtfiT (ti^ia, 
?^),41, 49. 

40(11). 

^ (m!«i.^), 

770(11). 

I (^oKi 

^^),546(n). 

^(5^^ t wprniT- 

fq^puT^ (fFl^^), 770. = 
^'^HTqrwrt ^ qnet^ (M.i^i^e) 
Cwm) (^’^KP?^), 553, 740(n), 
818(11). 

WlfH {m\\^), 696. 

^ ^ wvrg (<^himc), 822(11). 
-jq! »*aft qf (<^1^IK). 855 

(n). 

fq^Tf^VHUrrq (^Ul^O, 127. 
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719(11). 

Yfsii ^T^T (cmm) 

(?«F,^o), 120(11), 636(11). 

(^I’^ll), 570. 

l[^^T«^arr5^Taiw ^f?f («i^|^^) ('il’?! 

t<) (ll^iO 

i\i^) (^ol'«>|^B), 457, 473(11), 
474(11), 476(11), 563, 568, 568 
(II), 615(11). 

(^o|81^<?), 462 

(n). 

¥«Tf^ WT (tl^l^*?), 126. 

YUTwt ('®l^l’«i), 35(11).'’ 

?% (^°lti*?’^)> 546(11). 

('«>l^m) (^l^l'?a), 50(11), 

51(11), iii(n). 

^ iwm), 88. 

ftufw (a|8i^ ^), 616, 517. 
Y«[: wft iV ('«>l^l^l), 46 

(n). 

W'W^€ir3{tW^BTW(?oKl8, >?'«>), 
533(11), 546(n). 

wff’fir {<m), 236 

(H).^ 

(to|<K^), 566(11). 

^<tvTfiw (,'^\\\y), 294. 

WTWTORT iim^) (»l’?t’?>?) (^1^1 
^’®) (^‘^>«) {^^1 
^11, t8) (Ul«l^^), 73, 481, 

648, 649, 656, 694(11), 701(11), 
709(n), 710(11), 779(11), 

^naasr^T^ »rrBrarn?ir- 

(8181^0. S26. 

720(11). 

-81^ (^liF, ^8)i 

122, 124. 

srawTB wt?t i 


ifBSrt:# ’SllcI tfw f^fw: II 

11(11). 

V9ifn^^ ^ W (^18U9), 

320. 

^rsriEirTB 'srg^^T (tFU). 762. 

^sTT^wr 3r^T«rsriTW^^ (’^lait^), 63 

(11). 

BSTTi^rr^ (^l^l'®)> 179. 

w: (^1819 8). 

102. 

(t«F14^), 652(11) . 

Y3ir'Tf?Kn?nf> ( ^ I tu , ^ > 

39, 46. 

144. 

'aiTftg[ (’?i^i^), 278. 
sn3jT*rt^-. * vfi (^«RtL), 629 

( 11 ). 

(^|8|^0» 832. 
sFinrfB^ ^ftr€w: (ii^!8e), 683. ^ 

SlSTTEffH t T^STf! ^BTsf ^T’i?T ^Yf»T- 
afraiar ii\'^\\\), 756. 
staiTlKfp^ (^l*?1^0» 551, 
’Sf!?iTqf?r4'aB^5i?r (^oi^ii*^),. 391(11), 
W'ra^ B5ft (lol^l*?^), 398 

(11). 

sriYm: ■^T'^ ('^ui^o). 

152(11). 

iTTifrt^ (lUl^B), 545. 

YfrBTf»ra^«? ( 81 ^U 8 ) {Xo\X\ 

^0, 334(11), 477. 

^ W[ ^ ^ 

(aii^U'a), 501. 

^^snuTB*. (il^l^'l), 550. 

•9[f*rwBT (^l’«>l’?*?)j 897. 

397. 

■st^Bfr BIB Bigai (BIER'S), 611. 

{imh ’^«)> 

648, 649. 

B^T SFBfBHBT- (U^U)> 54. 
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' 

(' 5 >I?K) . (’® 1818 ) i^WX) 
{«U!«?^), 7(11), 56(11), 57(11), 
83(11), 141, 531, 674(11). 

457. 

(Ul^iaa) 

724(11). • 

SjfaWR fmK xTn 

ixm^), 48 . 

(5?1*?U<£:), 256. 

'STfff wraiT ((tltli^^), 161(11), 162(11). 
Sfw 3TT^ (^tiai^^, ^a), 275(11), 
276(11). 

'smt (t«!*?K»), 373(11). 

101 . 

(5ii»i*?^)j 100. 
wtfH (^l-?!!^*?), 397. 

^rfr^ftanrii (ai 
(Ul^l^l) (Ul^ia^), 509, 
683(n), 764(11), 765(n). 

’S(T3rr€N\ (^I’^i’^^), 

49(11). 

'ST'^f (^laKo), 316. 

{xm\) (ai 

75, 481. 

(^laRo), 317. 
Hrftnmfu (alibi's), 472. 

(Ul’^ia^), 727(11). 
’3T«rrqw (^«»UR, ’?'«>} a®) 

ixom, Xi), 303(11), 327(n), 
328(11), 337(11), 343(11). 

(HU’^a.), 87 

(il). 

'^xr^e^ifu (?iai*?’=), 105. 
^T^fWiTT (^olU'^), 524 

( 11 ). 

. siina^’«ntinwarn (’liaua, x^), 322, 
323. 

'(’?iaF)-198. 


(^•I^F), 340(11). 

I m:^srn (?•! 

11 aa), 499(11). 

"srnr^w 
(Ul’^Ka), 736(n). 

(’si^ii), 34(11). 

’flfu wcHT (<tmai) {tm\), 
180(11), 181(11), 250(11). 

§tf? (^‘■181^’?), 

462(11). 

(^111'?*?, 1?^, ^^), 349, 

350, 366. 

^mf?r (<l^ia^), 261(11). 
nr (?I«?|81) 
(^laiu) {m\^) (<1^1“?®), 61, 95, 
249(11), 772. 

(^FUO» ^ 21 . 

(aiu 

^) {t\X\X) («tl^l8®), 131(11), 222 
(H), 442. 

(anF), 442. 
NTwru (?»1'?188), 360 
(II). 

(Ul^U), 740(11). 

t:), 36, 42, 49. 

^ifu (Uiaiaa), 789(11). 

tc), 41(11), 4k. 

«l%r (^laiO (Ul’?l'?«), 85 , 
677(n). 

irf^xnwT t sriuaiT^TmT ’'aiwr t*[HT 
{\o\^\^) 443(11). 

120 . 

ua<), 120, 691(11). 

f'O’l 

xj9P^^ KT^iTK^ir (^aii?! 

a) ’?’?), 491, 733. 735. 


^?ri srJrm: 206(11). 

{tm»), 221(11). 

-fTf (^«|B|^), 439(11). 

(URU^), 709 

(11), 

^nf ^ ^ («ti*?ii), 144(11). 

(?«iai5^«). 460(11). 
’CWC. m {ttRF, 
n, B<C) 193(11), 203 

(II), 226(11), 609(11). 

(<r.l*?is'a), 226(11). 

¥W^f?f (tKl«t), 729. 

^?T (?’?iai'?), 862 

(H). 

?[<T^ ^5TTTT: (^1^1 ^=^), 

186. 

’Wrf^T ^T tit^TWT ?T (^'?1^| 
?a)/846(n). 

(^Fl 

^^).769. 

(^oi^i'Oo), 430 

(H). 

^^^^sr^siTFacT (bi^I'®), 501. 
ii^«rTfiC»fr srrf^g\5^r >fRR?fr sr 

• (?«iaK), 442(11). 

(ui^iscf), 726(11). 
3rW Vit‘5- (^I'Oi^B), 

398. 

3TT^^ mWK^l (^im 

n). 347. 

«TW»rTf??^ (^^isiaa.), 880(11). 

wns'^r* 'idx’9«fT’traf?f ^ i oj'^iic^), 
371(11), 372(n). 

WTiB^sf?p(ni^?r (^i'?i^'«>), 626. 

(^KiU) (ti^l 

c), 370, ^9. 

»rqrrg;irTV (fi^i'^a), 262. 

(^i^RB) (l»l 

li«r), 524(11). 

Harriet firWg (^Hl»<), 132. 

Hjf vftwrv (^i?i^B), 127. 


?rff (?tiBiit)» 793(11). 
■<1^: ’e^rsfsrfS^ {^!?l\^), 612. 
’ma?i«rar:§twrfrrsn' ^sttrc^w ( ® i ? i 
402(11). 

vTTJif 5 ^ I^tIsstp ’sw 1 1 * 
^ ^ % w TffWI i 

(^uu*?), 611. 

M ^ 5^^^ «l^i’?«f) (f 1^! 

'&) (^iBi?®) iinm) (*=i8i?o) (ni 
M\^i), 120(11), 650, 656, 677, 
719, 785(11). 

^ Tspinsrf^ (fiai?^), 680. 

^ (^181 
Bo) im\i^) {8i’?Uo) (?^|B1^), 

337, 447, 475, 864(11). 

(TIBI'S), 119 

(H). 

'^^*^Tf?r (^Ki^a.) (ti^iu) 
i'i.mo), 380, 573, 675. 
asc35if|p5r«r 'ffort (ui^ti^), 767(11). 

(^>?|8|?5:), 871 

(ID- 

(?’?18l'?^), 873(11). 

^FHigrT^ (?®l'«>K<t), 

616(11). 

(^ol^i^*?), 551(11). 

267* 

^*TwfN^mrr^ w?f (fFi*?^), 
773. ' :, 

WJmTSTPRTJ^ ^ HT^grrWT: (fm?o), 

705. 

iTij («fi^i8?), 

224(n). 

(?^uK), 802 

(11). 

%’a^5gr7Z'^ (?owiB«, ^^), 

494(11), 495(11), 497(11). 

{<l«l^), 674. 

^Tt^tfr-grr wt (vibi^, 434(11). 
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Hsft 'ST’Jsf Wm 

398(11). 

671(11), 572(11). 

%gws!T 264. 

writ ^ (^Fin) (^*?RI 

<?») 425, 813(11), 831 

(II). 

^ ■«E^?Rg;(^18R8), 322. 

^r#cr (?*i*?ii'5>, utt), 
370(11), 372(11). 

268. 

^TSi^xr^ (il?R«), 653. 

»r<fSfr TTf^wf: Hxrkf (?o|'«>i*?8), 

592(n). 

ST ^*(^(1 •fl^i (^1 

BHie), 325. 

^?3;w{<ltRO> 624. 
TO^T^^'<?t9rHT(<?ltU<'), 121. 

TWT3T ^5WJJT (^|^|?<), 

120 . 

ST 'fWrc srrxnsn^ 

(^oR*?), 620(11). 

(t«K!'?<), 646. 

STTWf^^ 3[fw (? ol^K^), 
570(11). 

1TTWT (^l*?1^8), 57. ^ 

STT^?ff^frffl (^R1U)> 116. 

STTfW (?®U|8 0, 328(11). 

smft sTT^sfl 'ssTfsmr (ni^r 

, n), 734(n). 

xr^forfhEr (uRii^), 

(H)^ 

snTTHrrsTsr^ran^sjpT 

'a), 582(n). 

STTf«%«T (8W8), 491 ► 

*TT^^ STfi XT^ (^HR’^), 127. 

WT9 ^ » i nT^ w t sW(t (’?r’?R8), 190. 


9ni*(% (^i^t’^8) ('ai^i?) 

(^m*?!), 31(11), 98(11), 
155(11), 190. 

Trii% Hi%if*r'M'i'^r 77f}^ (^‘FRa), 

638(n). 

HTH ST XT%^: (^.^,^1^)^823(11). 
sTT^sifs?r ^ ^[?P®T®ray^ (?^l’?li), 

824(11). 

^5rps[% (■^l^l^*'), 267. 
t ^ ’Spr (8Ui^8), 450. 
’^XTT (1!1115?), 

342. 

^vosspii^ (ttl^l^w), 479. 

^^efpn- (mm) «R^xi), 446, 
777. 

fwr? xnfr^Tor (’^Kt'f^). 375. 
«rr^ xr^ffn (^Rl^8), 239. 

-snxiT xflxwT^xitxl nfrfif (a,.?, 
»=), 473. 

(BI’^IO* 487. 
txs^sn (lRI^<t)> 578. 

^sfH ("^ITl^^), 126. 

^Tsrm ^-WT (to|1|i^ij), 399 

(II)-. 

^ ^fTBTipTt «««r (RtitM.) (Cl 
81^) (Cl^Ko), 76(n), 262ai), 
242(11). 

wrf^ (^l’?lt’S‘), 160. 
^t^ppt: ^xJifH (^1 

'ai«0 (^1^18^), 397, 407, 408. 
^^fTsrwsT ^ («l^lt<), 478. 

(«l^l^<}, 46(11). 
*?»««'« (^1U^8), 127. 

^ ^T^ ’ttwnft (mwh 

236(11). 

^ T«3T xpQiTTxJt^^fT (t^l^tfl), 
834(11). 

^ ^ H 49. 

wevTW^yfW^ xgiflRTsr? (<ti?i^*), 
213(11), 214(11). 
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SHABABA-BHl§ YA : 


w w ^ wm-- 

(UIBl^'a), 781(11). 

^ 5(r^^rfT 'linear (it^i«^), 
584. 

ar m ^ ww 

(titi’?'i), 736. 

ar 5rw 

280, 458(n), 

460(11), 615, 626. 

^ irsr farfwfir^' »pi^ (<tl8H®=), 
278(11). 

^ (aiajt*?, 

^8) (8i'?i’?^) (iRin) imw^) (t»l 
(?°18l0 (toFI"?^), 155(11), 
189, 398(11), 434(n), 521, 522; 
566, 574,638(11). 
ar (^1^18^) 

{tmil 134, 157(n). 
ar arrarfif (^i^i«t), 

280- 

^ aiart (’^UI^^), 224. 
^srfHr? arrarf^ (^l^l«t) 

{X oRO. 280, 629(11). 

^ irarf^r^ni an^ (^i^i^), 

280, 

^ ar^fNT’35,’ewir% (<(1<(I^ ^'s), 

726, 732, 737. 

r«) (VKIU) iXXW^), 566(11). 
726, 732, 735(11), 737. 

^ wrfw {x^n\ 

^8, 8 9), 494(11), 497(11). 

«r 55rTf^f^ (^oi^iaii), 

369(11). 

?irTWtf ^'S ^ (1«I41R), 

520(11). 

V wra^ (^§1^), 

8), 824(11). 

W‘ (<181'?^), 100. 

T! (U8I^^), 100. 


aWWiafli W (?J81t8.), 

wfw {»?R15?^) 
(ei?i8») ix^m^) {xxw^«),m, 
174(11), 366(11), 875(11) 
‘ € f m =r iar^ arr^ ^ft 

(^11188), 360. 

(tt 

<18),727. 

aiwffTar^faw*- w»r«rwaw- 

(^Kl*?^), 736. 

aiSWTWTTWP Bf¥SfWTS (1»I?I^*?), 

351(11). 

aTeffinan5l W?r^Tarrf¥[t (U0|1«*?), 
76i(n). 

apsPlT TOWapctl^ (<!181^^), 286 
III). 

{w^)> 279. 

-^Tffr (^‘-i^i'OB), 

432(n). 

(«?i>?U'<s), (aiaii^c), 150, 

530. 

waparr ^f^c^cT ^sff an^^T (ii 

^K), 571. 

^agrf azwifH (81? 181?), 462. 
araiaf^ar aw'arafw (?l*?|8^), 60. 

arr«r 

(,tU!<^8), 153(11) 

?rm'«riar I aitTa^iT (^R^a), 430. 
anjrarf^^i^f^ (CRia^), 184(11). 
ar^ar anprsrspri tarr*- (’^uii?^), 127. 
af’jJt^rfrffrarT aswai^ (^l^ll), 68. 

I ^rsp.af (?®l*?lx''>), 

350(11). 

arw agft^TSErrfaT ’Btaiarr^Ta^^^ia'f^rr 
^TsransT (?'?l?i??), 806(11). 

^ f%aZ^Tfff (?olli-l8>i), 

499(n). 

^ tta;sRiT (UI81^), 

771(11). 

ar^Tisin ’iriarift aJta^ajRi 

T^f^igfSrT (?i^lO, 70. 



nSTDEX OF TEXTS QUOTED IX THE BH;i§YA. 

?r?T 577. 

(»?iaF), 199. 

xijxlfusiifnfr WT ^%cT^?r* 

(fFR^),772. 

Wl (^laiu), ai7. 

^ ul«w asfrfx UT 

(>01? j>?^) 17(11), 46(11). 

uu ^ (^1B|U), 317. 

XU fxx XU'XT^xt (i?l^K4), 76(11). 

XU XETTmTuxiarr (ai^lO (aiai 
?o), 487, 530. 

XU XXX rn^ fx^x^ 485 


XXU|^<<f*lT: H^XTXT wufur {Xo\\\x'i), 
321(11). 

XXSUT fiX;:.(Ul^U«t), 753(11). 

XXOTiXT^I' Xufu XTXxlu X^UXUX 
5UTfx (^IBt^'a), 97. 

XXT^iXTirXT^SXTUT5eiTXT 
XT'X?ftxufx(?iai(£) (^I^t^) (^iai^'o) 
«l^ia.) (fiaiO (?»|8|^^), 93, 140, 
336, 454(11), 655, 674. 

XXl^^gxlXTxnuTXTsq^ (nai^), 


XXTXX^U tu (^1^1 

«) (^IBI^^) iim^) (tiai^-a) (^F! 
V) i^m^) ('^laF) 

«^Ht)(^®F|8^)(Ml^l?,8)(?^l^l^) 

n), 48(11), 87(11), 119 
(II), 176, 328, 632(11), 648(II)„ 
660, 690, 701(11), 704(11), 762, 
764, 765, 769, 824(11), 873(11), 

XXTJUnXXXTU XXU^ (91il8«£), 


XU XUfu (^|8|!?^), 91. 

XU ^Xtxuxt xuf^ ('Siai^a), 64 


XU Isrttxxrfu xf^T (?o|i^i^$), 

404(11). 

xxTTw xif^^srsf^ XU XU 
^<0, 353-354, 355. 

XXT xr^ xtXTxf^ (tiaii), 91v 
XXT I fuXcXrXX (^1811), 91. 
xxr I (^Ki*?'), 374. 

XXT t XTXX^ XUSRSUft (^^i*?!^®:), 

350(11). 

XXT u ^fuxrfx^ft (^'^|^R8), 834 


XXT^TXXXTU xxrxf^ XXU XXX' 
^^(^lii^o), 364 
XXT t 5UU X fxXUTUW^ (^Fll?)* 


xxrfuxTTXt xfxxr^uxxt (8 |^r<£), 
(?^l?|8x), 485, 819(n), 820(11). 
XXTSf xxtu XTSXXT (ailU), 
487. 

XXT uxfu: X^XU «|81^i, X\), 681, 


XXX^ X XXTUraf^ X XTX ^fx (^181 
8), 89. 

XXX^SUX^U XXXSJ XT%^U {XX\XV 
?8), 828(11). 

xx^x xfuuT XTXT# (’^RR^), 252. 
XXXrtXUfTi 5^XTXTXUlxi (?o|^l^^<i,), 
321(11). 

xxiTgxxfx wrfx (auiBi), 462. 
XXXtIx XXTUX%<^ XXXXTX^U (1181 
\i), 592. 

XXXUTm XXTXTU ^UUX^X (i^l^tf), 


24 Is 


SHABAEA'BHASi'A : 


?Tf3 ^ 

(^m^) {xxwt> n), 172 , T73(li), 
i 1 4 ( 11 ). 

?Tfi?; r-tjaflKEUTT WTH (*?|9lt) {?«l 
'i!i*='j 5®): 168,506(11), 5l.4(IT). 

if 

tia®) (^I5>l^a) (^191®?, 5®)= 383, 
630.608,669. 

crlV aFT»?t^ 'traisEr; ^ 
(EFl?®) 366 

aiV 417 . . ' 

«{fe srf^’!Tf ^53 t;t 

{ii;;i?s) (?®Fi'i’=), 371(11). 443. 

^ {m\^, ®), 

46(',. 470. 

vTc, ^«^ (Bi®t»?, ’®), 

.303, .304 
iras %'cr^‘ «T#?T 
5 ?). 511, .312. 

^r ^Tfpr 

sfTTat^ (<t?l®®0, 626. 

(^l-iia). 703. 

sg^'pEf ^l*yt3r}^^^ 

(fiil^’d), 711. 

■«»f^fV f5rs»^?T ('^lai 
^n:). 124(TT), 128(TT). 

240(11). 

'««Tw WTH 

(Vlfiaa). ,330(11). 

•srfjf xiSt: cifTTT^f'W’SinTIfT 

(?.riM), 361(11). 

^s?tf%?TT5rt (?«K1I|’«>), 

362(11). 

z(t^ (?«iaw «)l 476(tl), 

awgm ^TTnniT3» 

507(11). 

■z(f^ wrCr wx v^<T (??i»?l’i*f), 729 
( 11 ) 


^npTTf^fE-STR 

847(11). 

?T^q>sf?T (ttinsa), 462 

jf^TTgxj'r^nfTtpET’^T'?? 

(?i»t55’l. 269. 

'T^TOnrrrqwm'ErfH (t®i®i®) (?®f, 
90 ), 338(11), 640(11). 

'STErrsTTs? ^mflr — 

■q'TSfisf ^rsrf?? (?^l ?. 1 0> 798(11). 

(*?l®t^^), 186. 

I iEr^5?ffiT (ll?o?®)) 575. 

I 3ffS^T?r f«ik (-1?!®), 

j 116(11). 11 Till). 

! E?T ^f?TSreiT7r 

j (ui?ia?). 722(11). 

I (\J.I» 1 M, ?'&)> 

j 590, 593. 

319(11). 

’n), 584(11). 

qf^sjrr {<Cl'?!®a). 210 

(ID- 

^r««T»rj (^^ 

•oi^a, 'a*?). 615(11), 61.8(11). 

{ M i®i ^ <r ) 

753(11). 

^ tosim ^ 

{io\^m) 5.57(11). 

r^: ITOT^-- €lS«T9T^T^Ti^fT 1¥- 

iiwt, 'i) («tiaiaf), 
701,703,290(11). 

?f: ’STW: "JC^pir*. (ai*?ia)? 468. 

471. 

?iir^ f4?iT‘. Tcrf^arwTO^ 

1 

St 

w stt : 

(l®Fl^l), 644(11). 

^snwsra??: (?1^F)> 70. 

(^oI'QuOj 609(IT). 


INDEX OE TEXTS QDOTED IN THE BH5§YA. 
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=^rr imw), 4=95. 

847(11). 

w l^%fS#5r tt^HTWaW 

498(11). 

w- ^t%sr w»rrf?sttsiT3[^w (iiaK, 
n), 588, 692. 

qi® w ^rwt (t'Ki 

u^), 562(11). 

’«tWTW%»f w% tqqiqwfiw (< ^1 
«?l«t), 722(11) ^ 

art 

(t«im<), 422(11). 

qft ^STT^qfT ^I<T (^1 
ai?^, K), 325, 326. 
qj?! qrif^: wqf?T (^KU)"(8|^U) 

(ai?iK), 366, 487, 502. 
q^ qqfirM #^qr (ui^l^c), 582. 
q^ qqqft WWqqfH (^itK) (81^10 
(81^1^), 366, 487, 488, 
q^ ^wik( w qqfw (ai?'0> 487. 
q^^rn® (8i?i^), 437. 

q^ qqtfq iiw^), 

674. 

qrq qfqfqqq gwTq^sqr qqi 
q^wrq {i\m, \x, ?», li), 701, 
706, 707, 708. 

q^rfqf<is%qrr«Cf«pqrqTWq’cq (qiai 
18 ), 54(n). 

q^iqift qqqq qqfq (aRi^?), 487; 
q^rrfq^^'^ (ci«R'=), 279(U). 
q^rftir^ ^ sfrf^r^ (^lll 

*?^), 122. 

q^rfqqr^: qwtsfqazqr^ q%q (aiti^), 
437, 

q^rrqqqfirtrq qjqtswMTtj ^ qq 
(r^i^U’s), 849(11). 
q^4qqr w wqfsH (81^1 r), 487. 
q^>Tq q^’«:rfqqrq?N (^i«l'?^» *?'). 
683, 690. 

qqftqrqgqmft ql^fqqfW^ {tiai^<)» 
689. 


qf^ qfqqtt qrft qqqqq: (bui^h), 
451. 

qr tqqft (^^w), 825(11). 

qT (?»18-i^8), 486(11) 

qisTqTarrqqqfKqqp irisq^q (niai 
8^), 879(11). 

qiqjTqsqiq (^ini^) (t <>l»l^«i:), 119, 
467 (H). 

qiqjrqqt^ m^Crfw (ui^l^a), 714 

( 11 ). 

qrqirqqt qqf (ujai^a), 784 

(II). 

qiqjTqTqfq W (^liiaa) (??l 

>1^*?), 360, 857(11). 

^ Sfqr: ('Sl^l*?) (^li'.s^) 

65, 715. 

qr^ q^sqTqqi q^fq^r (^iv 
134. 

qi qsTT ^tWT qtt qqi^qK^ (' ' 
U)>610. 

qiqrqqt ftfMt ^Tfq' warfll (?Vv. 

810(11). 

qWJ qqfq ('aRll'«>)> 28(11). 
qTqrqiqrqr gwq qqqfq (MiaiaO. 
787(11). 

^q^qwnqf qt« 

«i^iO itm^) 

(UltltO 80(11), 164 

(II), 645(11). 648, 653, 670(11), 

831 ( 11 ). 

tnqa^tqqftr^q {*?!'*•’) 

«!^l0. 194, 648, 653. 
qiqmsqiq qfqaZ^qicT (’?l?l^?) (9i«i 
i^o) (?»|8!a£), i27, 329, 331, 
786(11). 

qr*nqT qiqi qin^q l^S 

(11), 155(11). 

qr^W qTqq^^rq^T (=H1 <Oj 79 

m 

^ % qfqq qrfqq 
(^Fl^q) (r-l'fl'iO, 370(11), 420. 
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SHABARA-BHi§YA I 


^ (Hi8F), 

520. 

575. 

^ITi: W- (?»|fl8cr), 332 

ai). 

S07{II). 

m- (Sill'S) (^|S?|9, U) 

(ctisi^'d), 245(11), 324, 636, 640. 

^^TBT: (9F1?0 {«1«I^8), 

422, 528, 858(11). 

(aiaifec), 529. 
(?15F), 74.5(11). 
(??Ff*?'i.), 715 

" ai). 

sPrx^ieit (BF18), 468. 
^ tjaurrsTT: (uitu), 537. 

^ ^ t Y3f 

99(n). 

^^(«UF), 9(11). 

%»r wnw ^ sWTir (;^l 

«m) (’«l^l^). 21(n), 328. 

^ -irqtVwfSB ('?|8F), 199. 

^ n^r: ii\m\), 710. 

^ (^Ut^>?), 126. 

t ^fkmi (^Ki(f, ?fo), 733, 

734. 

t (<I8|B?). 289(11). 

^ % arm^ ^ arar^ ('^191^^, 

^^), 107(n), IIO(IT), 115 

(H). 

xTi^f (fl^l?*^) (?^m 

’?«[), 614, 814(11), 815(11). 
afr^r^ ^iwarTSTT^r (t«i 

\m), 375(11). 
s^«f azfy^HT (i I ?i K), 574. 

■«ft tnn5BT'«?ri?H (^i 

^1^) (Slfi^r:) (91^1^^.) (^1 

'®l»?), (^Fl^O (Bltiu), (8181^8), 


(fFI^O («l>?ItO, {<1^1 

ts n, ^«t), (<£i8i?) (?oi?i(f:), 

(?®t9lO> (?»l8t^*?) (ici>ai?, ^o, 
?*?, -ae), 02(TI), 150, 241 

(II), 245(11), 250(11), 254(11), 
262(11), 311(11), 373, 378, 385 
(II), 392, 408, 428, 443, 462(11), 
528, 577(11), 583(11), 5S5(II), 
589(11), 628(11), 667, 773. 

^ flf%rrT5lt {^l^t 

i?u), 66.5. 

afr MTK’STT (<£FIy\j), 209(11). 

^TTT (??|8in). 776 

(11). 

■^fr ^T^niT?n^3I?H f ? 1 8 1 ? -t.) . 324. 

afr ^ (5|'5|8~, 40S, 

410. 

aft f^aari ^ ^ 

^8), (8|8in), 52, 317. 

^ t aTiJ^ija<iaRjt (Ui^lS^r 

88), 584, 585. 

aft I atipsrf aTBnJTaiTsit as^farfH: 

8.») (ni8|^8), 560(11), 877(11). 

I ^iffTaftf^Ws (^1<?|?K), 29 

(II). 

aft I aj5?T(Er\-^^*jac?^sf^ f^sf% (gjaf 

t*?), 521. 

aftiwra? %fz "ar ’<ar ^aj 

772. 

aft ^rn 422. 

ar^ift latsi^-R (t’^iai 

!«?), 794(11). 

ac^^^nr arT^s?;;?^ (^„f 

81*?), 437(11). 

YaqafF airarf^ 191(11). 

acajafiY5’ffa:a^t3f^«rfH (to)^l^), 

tm\) {€m^, 19(11), 200 

(II), 217(11), 532(11). 

XWfiK YSauarfB (tfl«?l*?o), 199(11). 
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xfk-zi (>a|i?i 

-2mi). 

22S(II). 

^‘if^H^Tnufw ('St^U'a), 28 

(II). 

K'ei^X ?f^ff ^iPTOT Vn^H 

('Oi^li^'i), 50(11). 

KTqsfJY -ITWH IcTsf FTneR^U" (({:|i?u), 
188(11). 

U^T ^^TSflYTWTf^ ( *f 1 8 F) , 

199. 

falSTTfu ' i\\!\Vl, 516. 

^Tsr^%5r «i#rr (aiait) {x\ 

9K<t) (*?I?!9) (^oiUl) (Ul*?iU), 
74, 172, a08:il), 516, 708^1). 
'CTa^5?lTf%«R2<‘^'iif<3 |••rt w- 

^i^rrar: 

(^KlO, 726. 

(^I?l^8), 86(11). 

^T3r5<^f%^ ^r#tn?u^ (t«i*?i8^), 359 

( 11 ). 

^lafT TTsr^^ir (niBIM), 774(11), 
^?r w[ YfTH ^ 

{%-m^O, 480(11), 481(11). 

(«U Ilf'S), 453. 

(^RIU), 

218. 

^'^Yf5TT(i^FKf) (^«|8l0, 416,434 

( 11 ). 

(lI'^K'S, «?«»),. 574, 

575. 

^ I (’?l'®lt*?), 392. 

f% Tfw- (’fl^H«(), (tl^t 
184, 185. 

singifTigWH 184. 

^ (8lll^)» 

436. 

(’?Ft»<f) 420 


692(11). 

(flfl^if), 38. 
xjT^^ («Cl8iif|f), 273(11). 
(?»l'S|^'a), 588(11). 

Wfw (t Xi'an'S), 588(11). 

^Itfisu (^Fl^o (’?l^l 

('=l?lt^) (ui^KO 
75(11), 376, 428, 734(11), 
826(11), 838(11), 

tTTEj (ui*fi^8), 

828(11). 

(^lai^c:), 329. 

Itut (BI^II?®)^ 480. 

^^nTt ^T tJTSTOlgTH (8t^n^), 

499. 

2r%T^r 'flu ^ (^fiu), 

418. 

(^FlH), 631(11). 
JiT^rfu (s|ifi?^), 26(11). 

(Ul^R^), 709 

( 11 ). 

(inm), 630. 
(fl^l^O (^laiO (^1 
^lO (^l^iu) (tl^F), 55, 85, 
243, 282, 660. 

(i?I^IU), 283. 

t ^W*rWT- 

(^l«R»), 094. 

(^|8|?*), 95. 
i«»5qrTU (?®F1H), 

632(n). 

SI^RWg: (^lil^?, ^«:), 355, 

357, 

(^»Flif®), 636(n), 637(11). 
(IRI^), 540. 

.TTIT (BRIM) («! 

ait.) (ttltl^K) (ttl^iac), 60(11), 
443, 685(11), 727(11). 




■^}IABARA-nHA<YA : 


(i\l\ 

175» 

622,740(11). 

298. 

■srmTt^ (aili?®), 446. 

(mm) ^25. 

626, 823(11). 

\%), 76(11), 

1=9^^ (Ul*?!?, ?*?), 701 

(II). 709(11). 

334(11). 

(ui^l 

a^), 671(11), 690(11). 

i^mi), 478. 

Tr^i»rr^ wfi (l«Kl^a). 

553(11). 

^•^95iTT?rff ^ $s?[^rsi^rnn {\^W 
509(n). 

250. 

«IT^ ?£[T ^■^«T (<tiai^0> ^68 

(II). 

^T’ETT (?0li’?^)j 32. 

398(11). 

JatTSI^ i§TKT3snifH?t {?!«l0 ('^l 
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